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GRANTS FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES TO 1890 
LAND-GRANT COLLEGES 



TUESDAY, JULY 29, :980 

House of REPREaENTATiVESj 
subcommittke on department investigations, 

Oversight, and Research of the 

Committee on Agriculture, 

Washington, RC 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 
1302, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. E de la Garza (chair^ 
man of the suL committee) presiding. 
Present: Representatives Skelton, Wampler, and Heckler. 
Staff present: Fowler C, West, staff directorj J. Robert Franks, 
associate counsel; Glenda L. Temple, clerk; Thomas E. Adams! 
Bernard Brenner, Anita R. Brown, Mario Castillo, Kathleen 
Garvin, and Gerald R. Jorgensen. 

OPENING REMARKS OF HON. E DE LA GARZA. A REPREBENTA- 
TIVE m CONGRESS PROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. de LA Garza. The subcommittee will be in order. 

We meet this morning to consider H.R, 7557 and other related 
matters pertaining to this ■egislation. 

The Civil W^ar, from April 1861 to April 1865, was the single 
most important factor leading to the creation of conditions favora* 
ble to the establishment, ^owth* and devaiopment of educational 
institutions for the Negro in the Southern States. The end of the 
war marked the cloae of a 244-year era, from 1619 to 1868, during 
which the Negro was held in slavery^ an era in which it was 
considered a criminal offense to instruct the Negro in any but the 
most rudimentary of domestic skills. 

In 1862, the U.S. Congress passed the first Morrill Act, which 
provided for the establishment of a land-grant institution in each 
State to educate citizeni in the fields of agriculture, home econom- 
ics, the mechanical arts, and other useful professions. In the South, 
under the premise of legal separation of the races, the Negro was 
not permitted to attend the institutions first established under the 
Morrill Act of 1862. 

Although the law did provide for separate but equal facilities, 
only Mississippi and Kentucky estabHshed institutions for Negroes 
under the first Morrill Act, and only Alcorn University was design 
nated as land-grant. 

Even with the enactment of the Morrill Act of 1862 the Federal 
Government was unable to gain cooperation from the Southern 
States in the provision of land-grant support to Negro institutions. 

(1) 
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To overrorne this problem u second Morrill Act was passed in 1890 
specifically to support the Negro land-grant insLitutions, 

Thus, the Negro land-grant institutions are referred to today as 
the 1890 institutions, Those Southern States svhich did not 
Negro institutions bv 1800 each established one later und 
act. 

Tuskegee Institute was created by an act of the Alabama Legisla- 
ture. However, 12 years later the State established and incorporat- 
ed a board of trustees and named the schoui pr ivate. Therefore* it 
is not a land^grant college in spite of the fact that it was granted 
2o,000 acres of land by the U.S. Congress in 1890. 

The 1800 institutions and Tuskegee Institute undertook a study 
of agriculture research facilities to determine what was needed to 
make their facilities comparable to those of other State and Feder- 
al agricultural laboratories. It is the jntent of [he LJSDA to distrib- 
ute the funds appropriated over a n^year period with the States 
financing one-half of the total cost. 

The $48 million proposal provides l-year catchup funding for 
research facilities at 1800 institutions. This will be an important 
contribution to improve equal opportunities for research, teaching, 
and extension denied to the 17 schools because of inadequate State 
funding and little or no Federal (\inding in the past. 

The colleges were asked by the USDA to submit figure>^ for the 
kind of thing they would use Federal funds for in order to conduct 
their needed research, Therefore, we are here today to consider 
legislation for their benefit. 

My bill provides, in accordance with the Presidents fiscal year 
1081 budget and Appropriations Committee language, for: One^ 
grants to 1800 institutions for the purpose of assisting the institu- 
tions in the purchase of equipment and land f;nd the planning, 
construction, alteration, or renovation of buildings; two, States 
mandatory matching of the Federal funds with an equivalent 
amount of non-Federal funds; three, authorization of Federal ap- 
propriations for fiscal year 1081 through 1085 in the amount of $5 
million per year; four, sums appropriated remaining available until 
expended; five, that 4 percent of the funds to be appropriated will 
be utilised by USDA for administration of the program; and, six, 
that no Federal funds provided by this bill may be used for the 
p^i> nient ^ any overhead costs of the eligible institutions, 

Ihw iolii) institutions and the year of their pending are: Linen! 
University, 18()(); Alcorn State University, 1871; South Caroli 
State College, 1972; University of Arkansas, Pine Bluff; 1073; Aia 
bama A & M. University, 187(1; Southern University, 1880; Tuske- 
gee Institute, IHHl; Virginia State College, 1882; Kentucky State 
University, 18H(); University of Maryland, Eastern Shore, IHSO: 
Florida A. & M. University, 1887; Delaware State College, 1801; 
North Carolina A. & T. Universiiy, 1801; Fort Valley State College, 
IHOn; Langston University, 1807; and Tennessee State Universitv 
1000, 

This legislation has been too long in coming and it is but a small 
step. Nevertheless, it is a positive step. 

I am proud to be a part of this ^^ffort. Th Mr 
"*?^T~legislation to provide granii^ to ii bi. 
ssKisting the colleges eligible to recei^- ft: , 'n(t 
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August 30j 1890, including Tuskegee Institute, in the purchasL of 
equipiTient and land and tha planning, coii&lruction, alteration, or 
renovation of buildings to strengthen their capacity for fcod aiid 
agriculture research. 
Mr, WamplBn do you have a stat. cement to make? 

OPENIiNG REMARKS OF HON. WHJJAiVI C, WA!V!FLER. A REPHE- 
TENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM T!!E STATE OF VIRCUNIA 

Mr. Wampler. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for holding 
hearings on the bills H.R^ 7557, which you introduced, and H.R\ 
7757, s-vhich I introduced. Both of the bills are d.^signed to provide 
Federal grant fund^: for the construction of research ibcilities and 
the purchase of research equipment at our 1?90 land-grant institu- 
tions and Tuskegee Institute. 

The two pieces of legislation differ in that ILR. 7557 would make 
these grants based on facility needs data supplied by the affected 
institutjons several years ago, while my bill, "which was introduced 
at the request of the Virginia State University, would follow tradi- 
tional formula funding procedures already set forth for research 
and extension grants for the 1890 institutions and Tuskegee in title 
XIV of the i977 farm bilL The witnesses w^e are about to hear can 
spell the whole issue out in this regard better than J can, 

Mr. Chairman, the allocation methods established in both of 
these hi Us have merits and drawbacks. As I indicated to y^ : in my 
letter of July 3, I am certain that a compromise cu ? be cached 
whicri will permit a mutual attainment of this most worthwhile 
goal. 

Thank vou, 

[The bills, H,R, 7557 and H,R. 7757, follow:] 

ill \i 75^7. !)!Uh Coriu -. 2d ?i?tF^ | 

A Bii.L To provido |:,'rantH to Sinlf:?* fnr the purpoi^i? gf ossiHtinf^ thv- vn\h%v^ L-jit(ible to ruct^vp 
fundH Undur ihu Art nf AuMU^t ijO. IHUO. including TuMkrgiH' In.MtituUs in thij purchnso nf 
rquipment unci iand, and th« planning^ cQngtruutiijn, ii.'turution, or ronovation uf buildinMs to 
htrt'fi^then thi.Mr capurity lor fnod und nj?ri cultural re?B€?nrch= 

He it imavted by the ^^(inate and House of Reprem>ntatii'eH of tho Unitad States uf 
Amerim in Congress amcmbled. That it \e hereby doc la rod to be the Intent of the 
Congress to ussist* on a matching basis, the States having institutions eligible to 
receive funds under IHr Act of August MO, 1800 (26 Stat. 417^419, as amended; 7 
'J2i-Mlifj and including Tuskegee Institute, in providing for the acqui^i- 
tiofi and improvemrmt research facilities and equipment for these institutions so 
that thev may participaLe fully with tho State agricultural experiment stations in a 
balanced attack on the "eFearch needs of the people of thfir F'f.ites. 
Sec= 2. As used in this Act— 

{B) the term ''eligible institution" means institutions eligible to receive funds 
under the Act of August :iO, 1890 m Stat. 417-419, as aniended: 7 U.S.C 
and fncluding Tuskegee Institute, commonly knuwn as 1 890 land -grant 

colleges: and 

fbi the term "Stateg" means those States in which eligible institutions are 
located. 

Sec. ^J. There are hereby authorised to be appropriated to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act J^hJK^n.fHJO for each 
of the fiscal years 1981 through Hi Ho, Huch sumn to rrmnin a vail able <Miii expf=nf''f:d. 

Sec 4. Four per centum of tlie suriis apprupriated pursuant to thi-'TAct sh " he 
available to the Secretary for administration of this grants progrrMvi f"? > remni:; 
funds shall be available for grants to the States for the purpun*- a^^^i.'it jjh* i-lii^HNs. 
institutions in the purchase of e'lnipment and land, and the planning, con.struction, 
alteration, or renovation of buildings to strengthen the capacity of the institutions 
to conduct food and agricultural research. 

Sec. 0. Grants awarded pursuant to this^ct shall be made H such airjounts ard 
under such terms and conditions as the Secretary shall deteimine necessary ftr 
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^irrying out thy purposes of this Act: Provided That each grant awarded undur this 
Act shall require that the Federal contribution be matched by an equivalent 
amount of State funds for purposes of carrying out the grant agreement. 

Si:l\ K. Federal funds provided uuder this Act mav not be utilized for the payment 
of uny overhead costs of the eligible institutions. 

Sec. 7. It shall be the duty and responsibility of the Secretary of Agriculture to 
adnnnister the provisions of this Act under such rules and regulations as he may 
prescribe as necessarv therefor. 



IH.R. 7t:^T. imih t'onjf 2d sK'ss j 

A BILL Tu prOvidujTfanta to the WO iand grant colleges, including Tuskeget Inititutc?. in the ^ 
purchast? uj equipment rind land, lind the planning, construction/alteration, or renovatiun of 
buildmn-s to strengthen their capacity to conduct food and iigrieultural n^t-arch = 

Be it mac ted by the Senate and House of Representatiias of the United States of 
Ammca in Congrem assembled, That it is hereby declared to be the intent of the 
Congress to assist the 1^90 land grant colleges, including Tuskegee Institute, in 
providmg for the acquisition and improvement of research facilities and equipment 
so that they may participate fully with the State agricultural experimental stations 
m^meutnig the agricultural research needs of the people of their States 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act-- 

(a) "eligible institutions" means an institution elig hie to receive funds under 
the Act of August 30. 1980 (26 Stat. 417=419. as amended: 7 U=S.C. ^21-^ 32g). 
including Tunkegee Institute, commonly known as the IHaO land grant colleges; 
to) "Secretary' means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Sec. There are hereby authorized tu be appropriated to the S^cret^ry $;! 000 000 
for etich of the fiscal years 1982 through 1986 for the purpcse of making grants to 
e: riDle institutions for the purchase of ^uipment and land, and the planning, 
construction, alteration, or reno^at'on of buildinga to strengthen the capacity of 
eligible institutions to conduct food and agricuitural research, but not including" the 
payment of any overhead costs of the eligible institutions, such sums to remain 
available until expendL?d. 

Sec. 4. The funds appropriated in each fiscal year under this Act shall be distrib^ 
uted as tollows! 

fa) Four per centum shall be available to the Secretary for administration of this 
Act. 

(bi The remaindor shall be allotted among the eligible institutions as follows: of 
funds in excess of the amount allocatc^d under subsection (a) of this section; 20 per 
centum shall be allotted among eligible institutions in equal proportions;' 40 per 
centum shall be allotted among the eligible institutions in the proportion that the 
rural population of the State in which each eligible instition is located bear^ to the 
total rural population of all the St-tes in which eligible institutionR n ^ 
detennined by the last precedinf decennial census: rind the hn ; uKi/ ; 
among the eligible institutions in the proportior .i the farm populaLion of the 
f "'m 'u ^^^^ eligible institution is located bi-ars to the total farm population 

of all the States in which the eligible institutions are located, as determined by the 
lant preceding decennial census. In computing the distribution of funds all,caf^*d 
under this subsection, the allotments to Tuikegee Institute and Alabama Agric 
tural and Mechanical University shall be determined as If each institiition wp^v \r 
separate State. 

Sec. d. Grants awarded pursuant to thi^ ■ , be mih . such ar :nts a 

under such terms and rnndif ^ns as the bL-r .^arv shall duu^rmine necn^Qw Uu 
carrymg out the purpLwH : t Act 

Sec. 6. It ihall be th^ d uid responsibility of the Secretary of Agriculture to 
administer the provisions of this Act under such rules and regulations as he may 
prescribe as necessary therefor. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. The first witness this morning is a distln^ 
guished colleague of ours, a Member of Congress from New York 
the Honorable Shirley Chisholm. 

We welcome you^ Mrs, Chisholm, and would be very happy to 
hear from you at this time. 

STATEMENT OF HON. SHIRLEY CHISHOLM. A REPRESENTA. 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

Mtb, Chisholm. Thank you very much, Mr, Chnii'inan. 



8 



5 



Mr, Chairman^ it gives me great pleasure to appear before this 
subcommittee to discuss research improvements for the black land- 
grant institutions. 

As the chairman knows, the Agriculture Committee was my first 
committee assignment as a freshman Member. Although my mem- 
bership on the Agriculture Committee was short-lived, I am always 
happy to have the opportunity to address the members of this 
committee. 

As a cosponsor of H.R. 7557, I am very pleased that the chairman 
has scheduled these hearings. As the committee is aware, while 
several historically black colleges became land-grant institutions 
through congressional action in 1890, these institutions have never 
received the kind of programmatic support available to other land- 
grant institutions. 

Consequently^ the 1890 institutions as well as Tuskegee Institute 
have lacked the equipment and the facilities that would enable 
them to have a competitive research capability in the areas of food 
and agriculture. 

The colleges covered in H.B. 7557 have many of the problems 
which exist in black colleges generally— limitea academic programs 
and small staffs In today's world of expanding educational oppor- 
tunities many young black professors, particularly in the science 
and rriearch field, are not restricted to black colleges as their only 
soiirce of employment. 

Increasingly, blacks in scientific fields are being sou ' t after by 
large researuh corporations or large white universities ith estab- 
lished laboratories r id ' ^ , It is very difficult for black col- 
leges^ like the 1890 .iis, Co compete for this re,^sarch talent 
when they lack adei^ research facilities, or ir fiscal constraints 
force faculty members a carry heavy teaching loads leaving little 
or no time to develop research projects. 

The 1890 mstitutions face a particularly difficult burden in this 
situation, since one of their mandates is to provide research in 
agriculture which %vill benuiu the needs of the people in their 
States*. The 1890 schouis, as with most black colleges, have been 
making do with their very limited resources. 

In fact, the total resources received by all black colleges from the 
Department of Agriculture in 1979 was only $28 million in com- 
parison to $430 million received by all institutions. This is an 
actual reduction in support fvom 7.6 percent of the Agriculture 
Department's total budgetary support for black colleges in 1978 to 
6.5 percent in 1979, 

If these land-grant schools are to be full partners with thn 1862 
land-grant schools, then we need to take a serious look at the 
present research needs and whether H,R, 7557 as presently drafted 
is adequate to addr prs the needs of these ichools. 

In the asfessment of the needs of the 17 1890 institutions the 
Association of Research Directors conducted a critical study of each 
institution's facility needs. The results of this study indicated that 
of the total requests for office and laboratory space* only $2,7 
million was for renovations while $24,3 was needed for new con- 
struction. 

Support facilities for livestock research totaled $11 million. Land, 
greenliouses, and machinery for crop research required an addi- 



9 



tiunal $7 millioiu ant; miscellaneous land nerds iLHiuired an addi- 
tional $8 million. 

One might then ask why the administration s legislative prapu-^a! 
only authorizes S:£o million with a requirt^ment for matching f'und^ 
Iram the States. 

In a year when Congress is being pressured to balance the 
budget, It IS not surprising that the orii^inal proposal of ^^^U million 
lur the IHDO schools has been hiilved. The reality of such a redu^^ 
tu)n^ however, should be carefully considered. 

With 17 potential participants, each college would averat/e less 
than ^Ln mUiion m support. There are only three schools with 
racnity needs of less than $1 millinn. 

There are very few, if any, research projects that can be devel- 
oped for less than ^2 million. Equipment and renovation of fiicili^ 
uvA alone, without additional staff costs, would be in excess of the 
amount most of these colleges would receive under the administra^ 
tion s nroposals. 

In fjct. only five colleges w^ould n^ceive sufficient grants under 
this proposal to make significant improvements in their research 
facilities. An important word here is "si^rnincant/' 

If CGiio^^s receive an adequate grant for their research needs 
most of thes^ funds will probably be ujed for additional staffing 
without making the necessary equipment pui chases and facility 
renovatmns which are needed to help -nualize these colleges with 
the 18()2 land-grant institutions. 

Further, to require th,a the States match Federal dollars for 
these mstitutions is an additional hurdle that many of these 
schools may never overcome. The State legislature., and the State 
^riculture departments have a long, protracted history of ignoring 
the needs of these mstUutions in favor of historically white State 
cuUeges and universities. The record speaks for itselfl 

For example, as recently as 1975, in a debate over which State 
campus should develop a veterinary school. North Carolina decided 
to build the school at North Carolina Stat- rarher than at North 
Carol ma A. & T., a traditionaUy black college. 

Injidditiom the 1890 colleges were not eligible to participate In 
the Federal facilities program provided in the late liMin's and the 
early 1970 s for the 18()2 land-grant institutions under the Research 
racilities Act of 

Admittedly, assistance to these schools is long overdue However 
\ve would only further handicap these institutions if we insisted 
Uiat the schools would only receive Federal support if thev obtain a 
btate match. It is important to remember that these schools have a 
long history of discrimination and neglect by their State govern- 
ments. " 

We have to remember that black State colleges, manv of which 
are dose to 100 vears old, existed under the separate^ but equal 
doctrine o^ segregation. Many land^grant institutions may in fact 
feel that this legislation will take away their almost exclusive 
^ortiination of agricultural lesearch and will hence begin expensive 
lobbying efforts to prevent State legislatures from appropriating 
the nejessary Federal funds. 

Further, the 1890 institutions could easily file charges that there 
IS no need for additional funds, since the 1862 institutions already 
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have the necessary physical plante and these funds would only 
serve to duphcate existing prograras. 

I do not wish to cmt aspersions upon this legislation, but I do 
leel that if we truly wish to assist these colleges we must carefully 
examine the impact of any legislative initiative to assist them 

As a cosponsor of H.R. 7557, I would urge this subcommittee to 
investigate whether potential problems do exist for 1890 institu^ 
tions in obtaininf State matching funds. 

I, peponally, suspect that the majority of the 1890 institutions 
would be unable to obtain the necessary State support to p.^rtici' 
pate in this Agriculture De^. -rtment program, only because of the 
history of these institutions m ihe various States, 

In addition, I am sure that this subcommittee is all too avt^are of 
the pressures on the Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittee, so 
i can understand the rationale for limiting the outhorizatio i .-vel 
I view the matching requirement as a more serious impediment to 
those schools' ability to enhance their agricultural research fecili^ 
ties than a reduction in overall funding support. 

Despite these potential problems, I want to express that this type 
oi legislation is overdue. The 1890 institutions have existed under a 
separate and unequal doctrine for far too long, 

I feel that you, Mr, Chairman, should be^ commendea for your 
efforts to begin to attempt tr rectify this inequity. I want to assure 
you that I stand ready to orfer my support to your efforts to bring 
.his legislation before the House during these last days of the 9(lth 
Congress. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts and mv 
Views with you, 

Mr, DE LA Garza. Thank you very much, Mrs. Chisholm. Mr 
Wampler? 

Mr. Wampler. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, 

Mrs Chisholm, I just want to thank you for taking time to come 
and share with us your views on this legislation and the general 
plight of the so-called 1890 institutions and Tuskegee. 

I would just like to make the observation that you are quite 
correct when you say that we have failed miserably, I think, in the 
h:"fSnf?-^° appropriate sufficient funds to carry out the mission of 
the IByO institutions and Tuskegee, 

This is also true of our traditional land^grant colleges and uni^ 
versities As you will recall, when Congress debated the 1977 farm 
bill, included in that was title XIV which, I think, reestablished 
the congressional intent concerning that mission. 

Recognizing that we have had fiscal restraints in many programs 
which, you and I agree, are of high priority, I just want to assure 
you that it is the intention of this committee, being the authorizing 
committee, to do everything that we can to reach these reasonable 
goals of appropriations so that in fact the 1890 s and Tuskegee can 
carry out the mission that Congress intended. 

I quite agree with you too that some of the States have not been 
as ^ensitiye or as responsive in these areas as they should have 
been. While we are primarily ccncerned with the Federal part of 
the partnership, th^re is no reason why we should not insist that 
the btates carry out their fair share of it so that we can see the full 
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utilization of this tremendous resource. A potential is there that 
has not been fully developed, in my opinion. 

I hope that we can count on your continued support, particularly 
when we get into the assessment of priorities, so that %ve can at 
least see that the 1890's and Tuskegee are given sufficient funds to 
carry out what I am sure they want to do, need to do, and have the 
capability of doing. 

Thank you so much for your appearance here today. 

Mr. DE LA Garza, Mr, Skelton? 

Mr. Skelton. Representative Chisholm, thank you for your testi- 
mony, 

I got here a little late and did not get the full gist of it, so would 
you help clarify this for me: You are speaking about the 1890 land- 
grant college^ Uiat were authorized, I assume, under a law passed 
in 1890, I kept hearing the phrase "the 1890 institutions^ plus 
Tuskegee," ^xplein to me why you used that phrase, or is Tuske- 
gee one of the land grant coUsges? 

Mrs. Chisholm "'uskegee was brought in around 1899, 1 believe, 
and traditionally . ^ have had about 17 black land-grant colleges 
which have never been able to partiuipate in many of the grants 
and fundings that have moved on the national legislative levels for 
all kinds of reasons. 

We have found that historically the States -although not all of 
them but some^have practiced a policy of educational benign ne- 
glect toward the black land-grant institutions. 

I am not saying that this legislation will be a panacea for all of 
the ills, deficiencies, and problems, but it is a beginning in that it 
realizes that if these black land-grant institutions are goifig to 
carrv out their mandate , we have to give to them the kind of 
programmatic and resources support that they need, 

Mr, Skelton. I take it that the initial land-grant institutions go 
back to 1862. Is that not correct? 

Mrs. Chisholm. Yes. 

Mr. Skelton. Explain to me why they are favored, either legally 
or otherwise, as of this moment. 

Mrs. Chisholm, As I said in my testimony — ^and I think you 
know— historically the black land-grant institutions and most black 
State colleges have existed under the separate but equal doctrine of 
segregation. I think it has something to do with the historical, 
economic, and social developments in the different regions of our 
country. 

Now that we are coming to a point in time when the dynamisms 
of the country and the social, societal and economic changes and 
the competitions exist among colleges and universities — — 

Mr, Skelton. For these research moneys and grants. 

Mrs, Chisholm. That is right, for research grants. We have to 
really take a very serious look at the fact of the separate but 
unequal doctrine and the situation in which it places the black 
land-grant colleges and Tuskegee. I would consider that they are 
placed in rather vulnerable positions, particularly when you look 
at the fact that the economic condition in this country today is 
such that everyone is attempting to get a piece of the action or of 
whatever is left in the pot, 

I think that we have to realize that agriculture is big business. 
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Mr. Skilton, Yti; we agree with that. 

Mra. Chisholm. Whtri we attempt to bring the black Ir^d-grant 
colleges into this competition so that they will be treated ir. a more 
equitable fashion, we have to be cognizant of the fact that those 
who have been the beneflciaries of the atatus quo might begin aome 
extensive lobbying efforts to undercut and minimize— 

Mr. Skelton. Obviously, they have an advantage in lobbying. 

Mm. CHiiHou^. Of courie. 

Mr. Skelton. We are attempting to assist this particular group 
that was authorized under the 1890 law. I am sure that historically 
what you say can be backed up with facts and figures, probably for 
each one of them. I am sure of that. Is that not correct? 

Mrs. Chisholm. Yes- that is the general situation. 

Mr. Skelton. You are a very capable spokeswoman. I thank you 
so much. 

Mrs. Chishdim. Thank you. 

Mr. Di LA Qarza Mi^. Chisholm, I would like to comment on 
something very briefly. In your statement you mention that only 
five colleges would receive sufficient grante under this proposal^ et 
cetera. 

Mi^. Chisholm. On what page is that, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. DE LA Garza. It is on page 8. I do not know to what extent 
you are pri\^ to the histo^ of this legielation. The fact is that all 
of the institutions were asked to submit figures which thiy felt 
reflected their needs at the time, and which they felt they could 
handle and would be appropriate within their overall program. 

The figures on which we based the legislation or the formula we 
used stems from that. There is no per capita or formula that would 
give outright to each institution. 

The history is that it was the institutions that said, --These are 
our priorities and this is what we need/* Hence, that is why five 
get more than the othera do. The institutione, their president, and 
their boards stated that that was— — 

Mrs. Chisholm. Let me say this. I think it was 0MB that did 
come up with the matching requirement. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. I am not talking about matching. What 7 want 
to clarify is that if one institution gets more than anothei , it is 
because this is what they said they needed. 

Mrs. Chisholm. I would have to go back and check on my re- 
search and statistics. I recogniEe that in terms of laboratory space, 
greenhouses, land space, and the need for attracting the kind of 
staff that is necessary to do the effective, relevant jobs in this area, 
that we may disagree. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. This is a factual situation, not a wish list 

Mrs. Chisholm. Let me go back and check and ghare my 
thoughts with you* 

Mr. DE LA Qarza. I do not know that there is any great discrep- 
ancy. I just wanted to make that comment for the record. 

Mrs. Chisholm. Certainly. 

Mr. DE la Oaria. They came up with the figures. Also, some- 
where down the line you have to make a judgment on equality. 
The other institutions have the matching provision. All we are 
trying to do is to move these institutions into the mainstream. You 
cannot have exceptions down the line. 
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Mrs, Chisholm, I understand, 

Mr, DE LA Garza, I am sure you have supported by facts and 
figures the indictment of the State legislatures in the several 
States for their lack of assistance to these institutions with which 
no one could quarrel historically or factually. 

My concern is that I think that this Member, particularly and 
personally, in his own district feels somewhat impatient at times 
that now everything is a Federal problem. The indictment per se of 
a local institution always yields the statement: ''Let the Federal 
Government do it" 

I think our pressure should be toward the responsibility lying 
back there and that it should be exercised, and these institutions 
and their supporters should continue insisting to the local legisla- 
tures. We, in the Federal Establishment, should continue insisting 
that it is a partnership and that the solution should not be: *'Well, 
since the fellows down there in the State legislatures did not do it," 
we pass it off without any public indictment for their lack of 
interest and feel that it can all somehow be corrected here in 
Washington. 

Mrs. Chisholm. May I react. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. Yes; of course. 

Mrs. Chisholm, I would only say that I agree wholeheartedly 
with what you are saying. If we could depend on the morality and 
the power that is vested in our State government subdivisions, and 
if we could expect them to do the job that they are supposed to do, 
it would be another matter. Sometimes it might seem to people 
unjustified to resort to the last recourse that we have; namely, the 
Federal Government. The Federal Government oversees all the 
people in this country. 

What I find is that if we were able to constantly monitor and 
supervise the local subdivisions in terms of making sure that there 
is equal treatment across the board, we would not even have to 
come to the Federal Government for some of the things that we are 
forced to ask for. 

I always remember, Mr. Chairman, that m many people became 
so concerned when they thought that the Federal Government was 
becoming involved in States rights, yet we know historically that if 
the Federal Government did not become involved in States rights 
with respect to the black persons of this country with respect to 
their voting, public accommodation, and what have you, perhaps 
we would not have achieved anything. It was the Federal Govern- 
ment that provided the essential moral leadership. 

We cannot depend on the morality of lots of local subdivisions to 
do what is right. Basically, I think we should not have to come 
here, but human beingi being what they are, we have found that 
this is the last place to which we could come. 

Mr. DE la Garza, I agree with you. We do not differ in our 
philosophies. What I am trying to say is that perhaps, because of 
rny personal situation, if a meteor falls on Upshur County, Tex., 
immediately they feel that the Federal Government should come 
and take care of it, never having gone to the local institutions or to 
the State first — sometimes it gets frustrating. 
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Eventually, if it is not done locally, it becomes your and my fault 
that it was not done, without any chastisement of the local institu- 
tions and their officeholders. 

The bottom line of your statement is the bottom line of anything 
that I would say; namely, that this is long overdue. We need to 
^o^k together to make it come about, whatever end result we get. 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Chisholm. Thank you. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Our ne^ct witness represents the Science and 
Education Administration of the U\S. Department of Agriculture 
We have its Director, Mr. Anson Bertrand, who is accompanied by 
Dr. McKinley Mayes, coordinator of 1890 programs. 

We will be happy to hear from you at this time. We welcome 
you, 

STATEMENT OF DR. ANSON R BERTRAND. DIRECTOR, SCIENCE 
AND EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. ^IcKINLEY MAYEB CO^ 
ORDINATOR, 1890 PROGRAMS 

Dr. Bertrand. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

It is a privilege to appear before the committee on behalf of the 
bcience and Education Administration, or SEA, to testify in favor 
of H,R. 7557, sponsored by Chairman de la Garza. I am accompa^ 
nied by Dr. McKinley Mayes, coordinator of 1890 programs in SEA. 

Pirst, let me express my appreciation to this committee for iU 
concern and far-sighted leadership in recognizing the facilities 
needs of the 1890 land^grant institutions, including Tuskegee Instil 
tute. 

The enactment of H,R, 7557 is recommended in the President's 
fiscal year 1981 budget. This bill is intended to provide modern 
facilities for federally supported research and to stimulate the 
mfusion of State funds into the agricultural research activities of 
these predommantly minority institutions to permit their full par- 
ticipatiqn in wftU coordinated agricultural resturch in their States 
and regions. 

H.R. 7557 authorizes grants to the States for funding of food and 
agriculture research facilities for the 1890 land-grant institutions^ 
including Tuskegee Institute. This would be a 6-year authorization 
of appropriationi to remain available until expended. The legisla- 
tion would require the States to match the Federal funds awarded 
with an equivalent amount of non-Federal funds. 

"^f^"^ authorizes appropriations for fiscal years 1981 through 
^IL^^ *5 million per year, for a total Federal program 

ot ^do million, to be matched in State funds. 

Four percent of the funds to be appropriated will be used by the 
pepartment to administer the program. Grants awarded for facili- 
ties shall be made in such amounts and under such terms and 
conditions as the Se^etary shall determine^ necessary for carrying 
out the purposes of the act. 

The construction would be conducted through contractual ar- 
rangements that are consistent with State laws and regulations 
and with university policy and regulations at the 17 institutions. 
Ihe f'ederal funding will approximate 50 percent of the facilities 
need of each institution, The Department intends to distribute the 
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funds appropriated over a 5-year period as shown on the attach- 
ment to my testimony. 

The introduction of this bill represents the culmination of sever- 
al years of work. Research facilities needs were identified in a 
concerted study initiated by the 1890 institutions including Tuske- 
gee in 1976. The study was updated and made a component of a 
Department study of research facilities required by section 1462 of 
the National Agriculture Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977, or Public Law 95-118. 

Each institution conducted a study of its facility nmdn, taking 
into account: Upgrading facilities to make office and laboratory 
space comparable to that in other State and Federal agricultural 
research laboratories^ eliminating the encroachment of current re- 
search activities on resident instruction and other nonresearch 
facilities, developing a research program commensurate with the 
role of these institutions in participating with 1862 institutions as 
partners to meet the agricultural research needs of their States, 
and proyiding improved research expertise for enhancement of 
their resident instruction and extension programs. 

The research capability of these institutions is not comparable to 
that of the 1862 land-grant institutions. The 1890 institution^ have 
received limited State construction funds for research fa.:nties. 

Furthermore, they were not eligible to participate in the modest 
Federal facilities program provided in the late 1960's and early 
1970's for the 1862 land-grant institutions under the Research 
Facilities Act of 1963, This act does require State matching funds. 

The absence of sufficient reiearch facilities has forced the insti- 
tutions to use the space provided for resident instruction and other 
campus programs to accommodate the research work supported by 
the payments to the institutions available under Public Law 95- 
113, In some institutions scientists are conducting research in class- 
rooms during the hours that those rooms are not used for student 
instruction. 

As a result, these institutions have been forced into very limited 
agricultural research programs which have been developed by 
making do under unfavorable circumstances. They have been 
unable either to develop research programs that could provide 
expertise to complement and enhance their instruction and exten= 
sion program needs or to participate with the 1862 land-grant 
institutions in a balanced attack on the agricultural research prob- 
lems in their States. 

This concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman. I will be glad to 
answer any questions you and other members of the subcommittee 
may have. Thank you. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Thank you very much. Dr. Bertrand. The 
attachment to your statement will be placed in the hearing record 
at this point. 

[The attachment referred to above follows:] 

186^ landgmnt instituHom 

State--Callege or university Amnunt 

Alabama: Alnbamn A. & M, Univeriity...,.....,,.,,......,,..,,,,, $2,042,635 

Alabama: TuBkegee Institute 4,331.074 
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State^ColIege or university 

Arkansaa; Univeriity of Arkansas at Pine Bluff„„.»>... 
Delaware; Delaware State College 
Florida: Florida A. & M. University. I!, 
Georgia: Fort Valley State College 
Kentuckyr Kentucky State Univeriity 
Louisiana: Southern University,...,.,..^.,.. 
Maryland: Univereibf of Maryland=-Eastern Shore ................. . 

Missiiiippi: Alcorn State University..,.,,.....,,,.,,^,,.,,....... ... ... 

Miiiouri: Lincoln University,., 

North Carolina: North Carolina A. & f , State University. ! 
pklahoma: Langiton Univereity... 

South Carolina: South Carolina State College.............. 

Tennessee: Tennesiee State University 

Texas: Prairie View A. & M. University........... !....„!!"„!""!!!!"!!^!^ 

Virginia: Virginia State University. 

Mr. Di LA Garza. Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wampler, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Bertrand, I want to thank you for appearing here and for 
testifying. I find myself in substantial agreement with your state- 
ment. 1 do not think there is any dispute in this committee over 
the need for the authorisation contained in this legislation or even 
the amount that is authorized over the next 5 years. In my judg- 
menti it is even rather modest. 

The fact that we do require State matching funds* and assuming 
that we do appropriate to the full authorization level, it would 
amount to $50 million with the combination of Federal and State 
contributions over the next 5 years. 

As I indicated in my opening statement, I introduced the bill 
H.R. 7757 at the request of the Virginia State University. I might 
add that this is not in my district but is in my State. I feel some 
responsibility to represent them on this committee, because I am 
concerned about their mission as I am about that of all of the so- 
called 1890 institutions and Tuskegee. 

The thing that does concern me a little bit— and I recognize what 
ss set forth in your statement— is that the chairman's bill repre- 
sents the result of a taek force that studied the needs of the various 
1890 institutions, but I want to ask you whether you feel it is sound 
public policy to depart from the traditional formula funding that 
we have known in the past and which is, in fact, part of the 
present law. 

Dr. Bertrand. Mr. Wampler, one certainly cannot question the 
effectiveness of the formula program that has been used tradition- 
ally. It has been effective. It has worked very well 

The administration's position on this bill is that since the 1890 
institutions, their presidents and research directors, have over a 
period of 8 years studied this matter and indicated their specific 
needs, which are tied to program needs and which is in keeping 
with the policy of the Secretary of Agriculture, Bob Bergland, that 
new facilities must be keyed to program needs--therefore, we sup- 
port this particular recommendation since it did come from the 
universities themselves. 

There are, of course, other possibilities for distributing these 
funds that could be quite effective in developing the program that 
we are all interested in developing. We certainly recognize that. 

Mr. Wamplir. This perhapi goes a bit beyond the scope of the 
hearing todaj, but I have differed with the Secretary of Agricul- 
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ture On his asiessment of priorities in many casei in the area of 
agriculture research. I suppose reasonable men and women can 
differ on that assessment. 

The point is that here we have 17 colJeges and universities that 
would be affected by this legislation. As I look at the provision of 
the chairman's bill and the authorization and at the other institu- 
tions, colleges, and universities, there is a great disparity in many 
cases, It just leads me to wonder whether by reporting the chair- 
man's bill we might be creating something that is going to cause 
animosity, lack of cooperation, and a disunited front. 

This bothers me. I do not think that anyone could seriously 
question the need for this legislation. At least I would find it 
difficult to bellove that anyone could because of what you said in 
your statement. That is exactly right as far as facilities and the 
lack of them is concerned. 

Let me hasten to add that this is true to some extent in our land- 
grant colleges and institutions. I personally have seen many of 
them that are operating under conditions similar to that which you 
described. It is probably not as serious, but they are seriously 
hampered in terms of carrying out their mission. 

My only concern is that when we depart from the traditional 
formula funding, we may be creating an atmosphere wherein we 
will have dissension, disagreement, and lack of cooperation, 

I think, to get the full effect of what we want to do here, we have 
to have the support of everyone affected by this. Then, hopefully, 
as I indicated, we can reach some semblance of compromise which 
would be acceptable to all of the colleges and universities that are 
affected by this legislation, 

Dr. BiRTRAND. Mr. Wampler, I certainly agree with you that the 
bottom line is to get the funds to these institutions and to meet the 
needs. 

I certainly agree with you also that there are many needs at the 
1862 universities. We, in the Departni^nt, just wish that we could 
reach the authorization of the 1977 farm bill in this regard. 

Mr, Wampler. Let me make one other option plain. It is a valid 
one. I think Ms. Chisholm testified that because we do require 
matching participation by the several States, as a practical matter, 
if I were a member of the State legislature in a State that did not 
fare so well under this distribution, I would be asking the question: 
"Why was my State overlooked and not favored as well as others?"' 

This becomes a very practical problem, I think, if we are going to 
require States to match. If I understand the provisions of the bill, 
unless the State does match, the Federal portion cannot be grant- 
ed. Is that correct? 

Dr. Bertrand. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Wampler. The point I am making is that I want to see a fair 
and equitable formula distribution among these 17 institutions af- 
fected that would encourage the States to come up with their 
matching share. 

Speaking only for myself, I would do everything that I could to 
influence members of my State legislature to match the part that 
would be allocated to the Virginia State University, as I would any 
other State, because I think it w^ould be one of the wisest invest- 
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menta that any State could make by matching whatever the Feder- 
al grant is in their respective States. 

That is my onlj^ concern. Is the formula fair? Is it one that 
everyone can agree upon and one that can come out of this com'^ 
mittee so that we can po out on the floor of the House of Repre- 
sentatives and support it? Does it have some chance of passing and 
becoming the law of the land? 

Mr. DE LA Oarea. Will the gentreman yield to me? 

Mr. Wampler. Yes; I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. DE LA Garza, If the gentleman would await the testimony of 
Dr. Simpson from Prairie View, he will give us a quite comprehen- 
siye genesis of this legislation and how it came about, I think it 
will answer all of the gentleman's questions with respect to how^ 
where, and the figures. 

I think his testimony will be very helpful. I would like to say 
that I do hope we do not get off on a tangent which, I am con- 
cerned, the gentleman may have injected, name'y, that there will 
not be unanimity. 

To my knowledge, the only dissenting vote has been from some 
attorneys for the Virginia institution. Otherwise, I have noticed in 
all of my meetings and all of my concern and intervention, as 
humble as it might be in this respect, unanimity among all of the 
institutions. 

The figures, as I said, came from them. Any interjection of a 
different formula, or a formula that could conceivably not be han- 
dled at the time because of the prior lack of funding— some of the 
institutions might r t be ready for formula funding. 

I do hope that v. do not go off on what seems to have been 
injected for some reason by two attorneys, not by the members of 
the board or authorities of the institutions. 

Mr. Wamplir, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your observation. Of 
course, I have the highest regard for Dr. Simpson. I have talked to 
him privately about this matter before and I respect his judgment 

My only concern is that any time we depart from traditionai 
formula funding, I think we should do it very cautiously because I 
am afraid that it could bode ill for the programs that we all 
support and want to support 

I am quite anxious to hear from the other witnesses and to see if 
there is a consensus among the 17 institutions represented here. If 
that is what they want and they realize the precedent we are 
setting here, then I am perfectly willing to back them. 

I just wanted to point out to Dr. Bertrand my concern any time 
that we depart from traditional formula funding, particularly in 
these vital areas. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Thank you very much, Dr. Bertrand. We 
appreciate your being here. 

The mxt witness is Mr. B. D. Mayberry, director of research at 
the Tuskegee Institute. 

STATEMENT OF B. D. MAYBERRY, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 

TUSKEGEE INSTITUTE 
Mr. Mayberry. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
As you stated, I am B. D. Mayberry, director of research at 
Tuskegee Institute. I am honored to have been given the opportuni- 
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ty to testify on behalf of the research facility bill, H.R. 7557, 
designed for the historically black land-grant institutions. 

Please be advised that it is not my purpose to deal with the 
legitimacy, the significance, the need, or the justification for the 
continued existence of these institutions. The fact that these insti- 
tutioni constitute a national resource of major proportions is no 
longer debatable. This is a fact that is nov,^ accepted In both the 
private and public sectors including local. State, and Federal gov- 
ernments. 

The acceptance of the fact that historically black institutions 
constitute a major national research resource is not new. As early 
as 1897, the Alabama Legislature established at Tuskegee Institute 
the Tuskegee State Experiment Station. 

The State support, however, was sufficient to provide partial 
research support for only one person, the director. Dr. George 
Washington Carver. It would be redundant to even attempt to 
recount the research accompHshments of Dr. Carver over his 46 
years at Tuskegee Institute. The research accomplishments of Dr. 
Carver continue to serve agriculture and the Nation without 
regard to race, creed, or national origin. 

In 1899, the U.S. Congress granted Tuskegee Institute 25,000 
acres of land. However, land-grant status is not recognized at the 
State level. 

On October 26, 1974, President Gerald Ford signed an omnibus 
bill designating Tuskegee as a national historic site and district 
The bill was passed by the U.S. Congress h focognition of the 
contribution of the institution to the pro\^'M5 ^if^velopment of 
the Nation— not just blacks, 

Tuskegee, of course, is only one ot the 17 iiistorically black land- 
grant institutions. Similar accomplishments and recognitions could 
be discussed relative to each of them. 

Now I will call your attention, more specifically, to the subject at 
hand— research and research facilities. The Morrill Act of 1890 
mandated that the black land-grant colleges would be funded the 
same as if they had been established under the Morrill Act of 1862. 
For 90 years this provision has not been honored by the Southern 
States, 

In 1972, for bhe first time, the black land-grant institutions re= 
ceived significant formula support for research. I recognize, howev- 
er, that in the late 196D-s there were some formula funds received, 
but it was only $283,000, to be divided among 17 campuses. This 
was provided through a 5^year_grant mechanism under Public Law 
89-106, The farm bill of 1977, Public Law 95-118, provided for the 
continuation of this support on an annual basis. 

Two points here are noteworthy. One, the firit continuing sup- 
port for research at the black colleges wbs provided by the U.S. 
Congress. Two, research funds are provided to institutions which 
have been deprived since their inception of research facilities. 

It is important to note that the research support which hag been 
provided to the black colleges uame by way of the U,S. Congress. 
Congress, therefore, has the opportunity and the obligation to pro- 
vide support for research facilities such that the historically black 
land-grant initit^utions may maximize the potential benefits of 
funds provided for research by the Congress. 
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I have just received a copy of a report on the pending black 
college initiative. The report follows the memorandum of the Presi^ 
dent of Janu^^ry 1979, in which he directed several departments to 
develop programs for enhancing the growth and development of 
the historically black colleges. 

I want to read one short statement from the report that is 
relevant to facilitiei, This, for the record, is in part 1, on page 11. 

Most of the hiitorically black institutions are over 100 years old and face increase 
inf prjMures for renovationt modification, and maintenance of old buildings. Atten- 
tion should be given to proframs which provide a^iitance for facilities and equip- 
ment. Particular attention should be fiven to expanding support for upgradini 
agricultural and engineering facilities and equipment at historically blaek lant 
f rant collef es. 

Mr. Chairman, the reiearch facilities bill, H.R. 7557, is your real 
opportunity to provide a service where it is needed most. We hope 
you will take advantage of this opportunity. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Thank you very much, Mr. Mayberry. Mr. 
Wampler? 

Mr. Wampler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

Dr, Mayberry, we thank you very much for coming and sharing 
your testimony with us this morning. 

On page 2 of your statement, you said that, "for 90 years this 
provision has not beun honored by the Southern States." You were 
referring to the Morrill Act of 1890 that mandated that black land» 
grant corieges would be funded the same way as if they had been 
established^ under the Morrill Act of 1862. 

I certainly do not dispute the hiitorical accuracy of that state- 
ment, because unfortunately I believe it is correct. 

Let me ask you this. Do you feel that it is fair and appropriate 
that we have, under either of the two bills that are before us this 
morning, the provision that the Federal contribution of $25 million 
be matched by the several States that participate in the program? 
Is that a fair blend of mandatory matching, and is 50^60 a fair 
formula, in your estimation? 

Mr. Mayberry. The exact proportion, of course— I am neither 
capable or in a position to say what it should be. It is not unrealis- 
tic, however, to require some matching. 

In answering that question, though, I would like to refer to the 
question raised by the gentleman who left when he raised the 
question about thisi bill favoring the 1890 institutions. I would like 
the record to say that this bill does not favor the 1890 institutions. 

If you would take a history of what has not been done for them 
smce 1890, as compared to what has been done for the 1862's, this 
ii not a bill of favor. It is just a token move toward catchup. This is 
what we are asking for. 

Considering it from this point of view, it would not be unrealistic 
if it did not require matching. I would not want to put matching in 
the way of getting some support. 

Mr. Wampler. I certw inly did not mean to infer that it is a bill 
that favors the !890's. Far from it. A bill of this magnitude certain^ 
ly could not be interpreted that way at all, as you so well point out. 

Let me ask you, since you indicated it and since I think history 
tells us that some of the States, and more especially some of the 
Southern States, have not honored what I think is their part of the 
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commitment to the ISyO's— Do you have any reason to believe that 
they will now honor their portion in the next 5 years if we do enact 
this legislation? Do you have any reason to believe that they would 
not do it? 

Mr. Mayberry. In this case, Mr. Wampler, the States have had 
an opportunity to demonstrate what they would honestly do. For 90 
years they have not done it, so any statement I make now with 
respect to what the States would do would be based on belief. 

We cannot afford, at this point, to rely on belief. As I pointed out 
earlier, the research support we receive—we rely on that research 
support— has been mandated by way of Congress. It i§ l realistic 
for us to expect in the near future that signlHcant sup ort will 
come by any other means= 

On that point, I would like to call your attention to page 10 of 
part 2. It is a vr^ry short statement dealing with the States. 

I will read it: 

Federal programs which distribute rBs&urc©s through State tnech&nisins should be 
reviewed to determine the degree to which historically bjack institutions are ex- 
cluded from thoie programs. Appropriate goals for participation ehould be estab- 
lished and transmitted to the appropriate State agencies. 

This report does not state that the States are going to carry out 
thtdr responsibilities. It is saying that from the congressional level 
down the States actions should be reviewed. 

Mr. Wampler, Let me just ask you this specific question. Under 
the te rms of the bill introduced by Mr. de la Garzai Alabama A. 
& M. University and Tuskegee Institute combined would receive a 
maximum of about $6,378,000 plus over the next 5 years. Do you 
believe that the legislature of the State of Alabama would match 
that amount over the next 5 years? Do you have any reason to 
believe that they would not do it? 

Mr. Mayberry. I believe you are rewording the same question 
that you have already asked me. I have given you my opinion 
which I have no justification at this point for changing. 

Mr. Wampler. I want aid and assistance to get to youj and if we 
are going to have a provision in the bill that roquires matching 
participation and the State either cannot or will not do it, then we 
have not helped you much. That is my very point. 

I have no reason to question the sincerity of any of the States 
th/ut would be affected by this, but I want the States to understand 
that they have a responsibility, 

I generally am regarded as an advocate of Slates rights. On the 
other handi there is such a thing as State responsibility. When a 
State cannot or will not live up to its shar^ of the bargain, then I 
think we have some responsibility on this committee to look care- 
fully at how the^e programs a^e being implemented. 

I hope you understand the thrust of my question. 

Mr. Mayberrv. I do understand the question, but I respect very 
highly the knowledge of this Congress about the State legislatures. 
You are recently from them. I would hope that the action that you 
take would be based on your experience of what you expect the 
States to do for the historically black land-grant colleges. 

Mr. Wampler. I appreciate your statement. I cannot imagine 
that you and others who would be associated with Alabama A. & 
M. and with Tuskegee would not start now to do whatever is 
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necessary to be sure that the State of Alabama comes up with its 
matching share. I assure you that I will do that in Virginia and in 
any other States that I am called upon to help in. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Mayberry, I appreciate that vary much:^ 

Mr. Chairman, in closing-'I am sorry the gentleman left. I would 
ike to add a little to Mrs. Chisholm's answer to the question of 
the 1890 s and Tuskegee Institute/' if I may. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Mayberry. Tuskegee Institute was created by the State legis- 
lature m 1881 as the Tuskegee State Normal School for the train^ 
ing of negro boys and girls. The curriculum at that time included 
mainly agriculture, home economics, and the mechanical arts. This 
made Tuskegee a State school. The Governor appointed a three- 
man commission to govern the school. 

In 1893 the State legislature incorporated the commission 
named a board of trustees, gave it power to govern, and named 
Tuskegee Institute private. Therefore it is a public school named a 
private school. 

In 1897, as I stated here, the State legislature established the 
Tuskegee State Experiment Station at Tuskegee Institute, and they 
kept us as a land-grant college not being designated as land-grant 

The U.S. Congress granted Tuskegee Institute 25,000 pcres of 
land of which, in 1906, the State sold 5,000 acres and ^ed the 
money to initiate TuHkegee's endowment. The other 20,000 acres 
yvere sold m 1926 by the board of trustees and that money went 
mto the endowment. 

Therefore, Tuskegee Institute, by whatever definition you i f - is 
a public school with a semiprivate board of trustees. By the Federal 
Government it has been recognized since its inception as land 
grant, but m order to be a land^grant college— theoretically at 
least— you have to be designated as such by the Governor of the 
State. We have not been so honored. 

Therefore, for two reasons— we were not created under the Mor- 
rill Act and we have not been designated as land grant— we are 
referred to as ^the 1890 colleges and Tuskegee Institute.'^ 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. Mrs. Hecklar? 

Mrs. Heckler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mayberry, I want you to know that it is a privilege to hear 
your testimony and that I have long been an admirer of your 
institute, i nave also long admired the work of Dr. Carver in 
agricultural science as well as his prestigious leadership in other 
areas of human endeavor. 

I would like to pursue this whole question of the matching funds 
because I have just read the statement of my colleague of whom I 
also thmJc a great deal, Shirley Chisholm from New York. I notice 
that in her statement she suspects that the majority of the 1890 
institutions would be unable to obtain the necessary State support 
m this Agriculture Department program. 

It is one thing to believe in States rights, but the matching fund 
is a requirement on States responsibility. You can give the States a 
right, but how do you insist that they exercise their responsibility? 
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Apparently, State support has not been overwhelming, so she 
suggests that the ability to achieve the matching State funds will 
be limited by history and by prior experiences. 

Would you say that the bill wouid be stronger if the matching 
State fund requirement were stricken from it? 

Mr. MivYBERRY. I ans'^^er that really cautiously. There is such a 
thing as political expediency, I think. I think it is something you 
deal with^ Funding for Tuskegee Institute, and I believe it is simi- 
lar for the other colleges, would be greatly facilitated if we did not 
have to miitch. 

Mrs, Heckler. However, if you have a matching requirement, do 
you agree with Mrs, Chisholm or do you disagree with her? Do you 
agree that it would be very difficuit to get the States to match 
these funds? 

Mr. Mayberry. You want to put me in the position of kitking 
the horsf I am riding. [Laughter.] 
Mrs. Heckler, I do not want to put you in that position. 
Mr. Mayberry, I do not want to do that. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. I do not know if the gentlelady heard Mr. 
Mayberry respond to a question by Mr, Wampler that hlitoty tells 
you. What is the history? Can Virginia match $1.2 million in 5 
years under this legislation? What is the history? What have they 
done in the past? That would be the same in the gentlelady's State 
or in any other State. What is the history we are looking at? What 
have they done in the past few years? 

Mrs, Heckler. That is what Mrs. Chisholm has said. 

Mr. DE LA Garza, In questioning Mrs. Chisholm, we agreed that 
for part of her statement she may not have had all of the facts. I 
would sugge^^t that the gentJelady read the last paragraph of Mrs. 
Chisholm^s statement. 

It Seems that we have had only two witnesies so far and that our 
friondi wiU probably provide more of an obstruction than they will 
assistar ce in arguing something which is secondary to the main 
thrust of trying to get some assistance to the 1890's, which is long 
overdue. 

Mrs. Heckler. I would like to tell the chairman that I have read 
Mrs. Chisholm's full statement. I read that last paragraph. It is 
quite clear. Therefore, I have some questions about the legislation. 
That is what is prompting my inquiry here. I can see the delicacy 
of the situation and would require no further statement from the 
witness. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Mayberry. Thank you. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. Thank you very much, Mr. Mayberry. 
I understand that Dr. Thomas of Prairie View was not able to be 
here. Is that correct? 
Mr. Simpson. That is correct. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. You will present the statement, Dr. Simpson. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Simpson, Mr, Chairman, I think my statement is comprehen- 
live enough to incorporate what Dr. Thomas would have said from 
the association. I will interject a few words. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Thank you very much, sir. We welcome you 
and would hear from you at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF OCLERIS SIMPSON. CHAIRMAN, ASSOCIATION 
OF RESEARCH DIRECTORSi RESEARCH DIRECTOR, PRAIRIE 
VIEW A.^ M. UNIVERSITY, TEXAS. ACCOMPANIED BY B. D 
MAYBERRY. TUSKEGEE IKSTITfTTEi DR. MELVIN E. WALKER 
JR.. FORT VALLEY STAiE COLLEGE AGRICULTURAL RE. 
SEARCH STATION. GEORGIA; ULYSSES S. WASHINGTON. JR, 
DELAWARE STATE COLLEGE, DOVER. DEL.; DR JOHNNIE B. 
COLLINS. ALCORN STATE UNIVERSITY. MISSISSIPPI; DR 
HOWARD F. ROBINSON. NORTH CAROLINA A. ^ T. STATE 
UNIVERSITY, GREENSBORO. N.C,; DR. ROBERT L. HURST. 
SOUTH CAROLINA STATE COLLEGE. ORANGEBURG, S.C.i DR 
P. S. BENEPAL, VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY, PETERSBURG. 
VA.; AND DR C. D, IGNA8IAS, UNIVERSITY OP MARYLAND, 
EASTERN SHORE. PRINCESS ANNE, MD. 

Mr. Simpson. I would like to ask my fellow research directors to 
come up to the table as resource persons. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, today it is indeed 
a pleasure for me to stand before you and present testimony for 
H.R. 7557. Several voting members of the Association of Research 
Directors, or ARD, as a body of one, are with me today as resource 
witnesses. Most of us are academic products of the eligible 1890 
land-grant ccUege system and we are proud to be from among that 
sector. 

Mr. Chairnian, these voting members are, beginning at my ex- 
treme right: Mr. U. S. Washington, Delaware State College; Dr. 
Johnnie Collins, Alcorn State University, Mississippi- Dr Melvin E 
Walker, Fort Valley State College, Georgia; Mr. B. D. Mayberry, 
Tuekegee Institute; Dr. Howard F. Robinson, North Carolina A, & 
T. University; Dr, Robert L. Hurst, South Carolina State College; 
Dr^ Dennis Ignasias, University of Maryland, Eastern Shore; Dr. R 
S. Benepal, Virginia State University. 

Mr. Chairman, in my testimony today, I would like to indicate 
that it has been approximately 1,856 days since H.R. 7557 was first 
conceived. Therefore, I wish first to trace the evolution of the bill. 

Congressman Frank E. Evans of Colorado, on the evening of 
November 12, 1976, challenged the 1890 colleges to take a serious 
look at their pressing requirements for agricultural research facili= 
ties and then bring a proposal to the Congress for help. 

A few weeks later two research directors, one vice president, and 
a representative of the National Association of State Universities 
and Land Grant Colleges met in Atlanta, Ga., and agreed upon a 
draft bill for agricultural research facilities in the amount of $75 
million. The funds were to be distributed by the magic formula 
^^It y USDA to distribute program funds for Public Law 89-106. 

The bill was presented to former Congressman Frank E. Evans 
and we believed that our work had been done. Mr. Evans reviewed 
our work and stated that $75 million appeared reasonable, but how 
were we to know that we did not need $100 million, or maybe we 
only needed $10 million? How were we to know how much each 
institution needed? Mr. Evans stated further that Congress would 
want a data base to justify a request for facilities, which is unlike a 
population formula used for program funding, such as the Hatch 
Act or section 1445 in Public Law 96«113. 
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We were then told to go and make a detailed survey of each 
institution'i facility needi and that cost figure alone would be the 
formula^ 

In the early spring of 1977 ARD called a meeting here in Wash- 
ingtoRp p.C, with some members of USDA in atterdance. During 
that spring meeting I was drafted to organize and coordinate the 
deyelopinent of the research facility data base. 

Immediately, data collection sheets were designed to permit one 
to account for the then current reiearch programs, personnel, 
« ofrice space, laboratory space, supporting facilities and projected 
r equirements. Guidelines in use by the General Services Adminis- 
tration were used as a standard to formulate the amount of space 
required for a senior scientist plus his or her associates. These data 
sheets were distributed among our presidents and research direc- 
tors. 

Dollar figures for renovation and construction were computerized 
along with the data submitted by each institution. 

The grand total amounted to S47,269,578 and was comprised of 
the following: Alabama A. & M. University, $8,158,750- Tuskegee 
Institute, Alabama, $9,672,646; University of Arkanias, $2,665,811; 
Delaware State University, $1,802,000; Florida A. & M. University, 
$912,300; Fort Valley State College, Georgia, $4,031,380; Kentucky 
State University, $806,945| Southern University, Louisiana, 
$2,254,958; UniversiLy of Maryland, $160,000; Alcorn State Univer^ 
sity, Mississippi, $1,850,500; Lincoln University, Missouri, 
$2,540,200; North Carolina A. & T. State University, $8,628,800; 
Langston University, Oklahoma, $1,031,920; South Carolina State 
University, $866,975: Tennessee State University, $1,970,800- Prai- 
nt View A. & M. University, Tsxas, $10,199,200; Virginia State 
College, $922,048. 

In an attempt to account for some inflation and planning costs 
we requested a round figure of $50 million, with approximately $8 
million distributed equally on a nonmatching basis. 

Our revised draft bill was again presented to former Congress- 
man Frank Evans. This draft was then sent to the Congressional 
Research Service for analysis. We were later asked to respond to 
certain questions in writing. This we did. 

After submitting the analysis and later discussing it with the 
Congressman, he gave me these words of wisdom and warning: 

As soon as the Confresa begini to act like it's goinf to pass this bill, levaral of 
your inititutions will come bagk and say that they didn't ask for enough money. It 
would be fooliih to become involved in that type of game. You would never have 
afreement You would never have a bilL I am not intereited in making a series of 
changfei. 

Our presidents continued to encourage us to stay in touch with 
the Confess and see that this bill passed. 

Later we learned that Mr. Evans had decided not to run for 
reelection to the Congress. In a subsequent conference Mr. Evans 
explained to me that it would be better f him not to introduce 
this bill and then walk away from the Congress before action could 
be taken. 

Meanwhile, in 1978i I moved from the Fort Valley State College 
in Georgia to that great State of Texas for empJoyment at Prairie 
View A. & M. University. Our data bank was transferred and 
developments continued from there. 
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We then turned to the chiifrman of this subcommittee and its 
ranking minority rrember for lielp. On April 4, 1979 a letter, 
which represenrtd the first pfficial responBe on the bill by the 
Congress, to USDA was initiated. 

In June 1979, I was called upon to work with the Science and 
Eaucation Administration to assist in making a more detailed anal- 
ysis of each institution's catchup needs as reflected in the data base 
presented to USDA and the Congress. Each institution was again 
contacted and asked to reflect any updating of information and 
existmg data were checked further for inaccuracies. 

For example, Virginia State requested that its askings be in= 
crecsed from the previously reported $0.9 million to the new figure 
of $2.8 million, and Tennessee State moved from $1J million to 
^2.2 milj? )rL Prairie View A. & M. University of Texas gave up and 
shared .^Ll million with Virginia State University so that the goals 
Sao r^^^^^ ^o^ld be met. Likewise, Tuskegee Institute gave up 
$0.9 million to share with Virginia State and other institutions 
which required adjastments, 

E^P^®^-^ ^^'^ analyses, in terms of projections, reflected a total of 
560 science years, with SH percent of those science years being 
accounted for in the program area of peuple, communities, and 
institutions with an emphasis on food, nutrition, and rural develop- 
ment. Twenty-four percent of those science years were attributed to 
research on animals, including agriculture. Twenty-one percent of 
the science years were attributed to research with crops, with an 
emphasis on soybeans, certain small grains, fruits, vegetables, and 
peanuts. Sixteen percent wero for natural resources. Four percent 
were for economics of marketing, and 1 percent was for general, 
which reflected the fertilizer research ^nd development center on 
the campus of Fort Valley State College in Georgia. 

Mr. Chairman, one tragedy did uccur during the review process, 
the University of Maryland at Eastern Shore should have been 
adjusted upward by approximately $240,000, but we failed to get 
that request into the data bn ik on schedule for analysis by USDA. 
I accept full responsibility for this accident. 

The president of UMES did not panic when we asked him to 
have taith. No more than 5 minutes before coming into this hear^ 
uig, I again called the president of UMES to see if he still had 
faith, and he assured me that he has faith in the de la Garza bill. 

Therefore, this group stands ready to cooperate with the Con- 
gress, the Secretary, and our presidents in righting this wrong for 
the University of Maryland, Eastern Shore, 

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, this body is not unaware of 
and is saddened by the fact that Virginia State University is now 
unhappy because the distribution of catchup funds in H.R. 7657 is 
b^sed upon need rather than population, and we are saddened by 
the fact that Praine View and Tuskegee Institute have already 
shared m order to meet a prior request of Virginia State 
University. 

Mr. Chairman, USDA's ultimate response to the April 4, 1979, 
letter was the submission of the administration- s version of the bill 
to support the catchup facility needs of the 1980 colleges. This bill, 
therefore, contains a provision for matching by the States at the 
rate of 50 percent. 
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Our version did not contain a provision for inatching. It called 
for 100-percent funding by the Congress over a 5-year period. We 
can appreciate the concern of 0MB in using the matching require- 
ment in H,R, 7557 to encourage the States to more fully part-* mte 
in the support of the 1890 colleges and State universities a. i we 
very much want and need their help. 

However, we feel that the rate of 60 cents on the dollar is much 
too high to be sufficiently attractive to the States to bring about 
broad and rapid support. 

Therefore, Mr, Chairman, we believe that a matchhig rate by the 
States of 10 cents and not more than 15 cents on the dollar would 
constitute the type of carrot wiiich would cause a stampede for 
victory in the halls of every Southern State to join the Federal 
Government in the effort to provide catchup funds for agricultural 
research facilities at the 1890 land-grant colleges. 

This cooperation is what we want. This is what the administra- 
tion wants. We believe that the Congress would be happy with this 
and today, Mr, Chairman, this is what we are asking for. We need 
your help and support for 10 percent matching in H,R, 7557. 

Mr, Chairman, this bill was drafted long before Public Law 95- 
118 was enacted and the passing of Public Law 95-113 in 1977 
further called out the pressing need for research facilities. Thus, 
research in agriculture at the 1890 colleges is faced with a dilem- 
rna; namely, to continue to carry out research activities on a limit- 
ed basis with the impetus of permanent funds granted by Cong^'ess 
under the authority of Public Law 95-118, or to curtail research, 
reduce the current stair, and utilize several years funds for capital 
expenditures and then attempt to regain the research tempo al- 
ready created by Congress with funds under the authority oi' Public 
Law 89-106. 

It should be clear to the Congress today that the facilities being 
utilized for research were largely never intended for that use but 
were almost always less than first class tacillties built for teaching 
purposes. 

The gravity of the situation may best be typified by example 
comments from the benchBide scientists as follows: 

Have you ever tried to establish a sophisticated basic reiearch program in nitro- 
gen nxation in 800 square feet on the second floor of an inadequately wired, 2o-year- 
'Old, rat-infested building without a freight elevator, central air-conditioning', or even 
hot running water? 

Do you think that it is po^^sible to carry out a goils research program and be asked 
to Vacate your laboratory on a periodic bmis so that undergraduate students may 
come in for a regular class exercise? 

Have you tried doing research on normal plants in the sarne greenhouse with 
those grown by fellow plant pathologists or tried doing research with small animals 
without a laboratory suitable for that purpose? 

Mr. Chairman, the central thrust of the catchLip legislation, or 
H.R. 'I obi, is to move the programs of the 1890 institutions from 
their pauperized circumstances to a standard bearer in participat- 
ing with the 1862 land-grant institutions in a balanced attack on 
the research needs of people ir the States. 

The type of facilities constructed or modernized would help to 
provide the kind of expertise needed to complement and enhance 
the range uf needs in our instruction and extension programs. 




25 



Again, the thrust of a 10-percent matching requirtment by the 
btates would most probably assure and assert the type of unit v 

M the Federal Government, States, and 1890 collefes 

Mr Chairman this body is aware of authorizations for facilities 
n Public Law 95=113. We have noted the formula for distributing 
those funds, and it is clear that if every authorized dollar were 
appropriated the 1890 colleges would receive just about enough 
tunds to cover equipment and pasture renovation costs 

Consequently, we participated fully as a partner with ESCOP 
and the Department in the national facility study as mandated by 
tlie Congress in public Law 95-113. There was nothing in the 
national study which would suffest that we not request this 
catchup legislation as described in H.R. 7557. 

1 ^phairman, we could have requested an alternate piece of 
legislation. For instance, we could have asked for $25 million with 
no matching, but that would not be enough. We could have asked 
tor |2o miHion with matching, but that would not be enough We 
need the $50 million requested in H.R. 7557, and that is enough to 
provide the catchup needs of our institutions today 

We ask the help of this subcommittee in makini our request a 
reality. ° ^ 

Mr. Chairman, let me say, on behalf of my president, if he were 
here today he would tell you that he supports this legislation I 
know this because only a few days ago a member of our board of 
regents wrote him a letter noting that he had read in the Chronicle 
of Higher Education Journal that H.R. 7657 had been introduced 
and he wondered what this would do for Prairie View 

Our president replied to his letter and said that Prairie View is 
very much aware of this bill and "I shall be coming to the board 
^^i'^^Au'^P* requirements." We need the help of that board 

Mr. Chairman, I will n ipond to any questions. 

Mr. DE LA Gahza. Thank you very much, Dr. Simpson. 

Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wampler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Simpson, I thank you for your very comprehensive statement 
of tht! background. I want to compliment you on what l am sure 
were many hours, days, and wetks of effort in fashioning the input 
into the legislation tiiat is before us today. At the outset, you 
introduced a member of your panel who is from Virginia State 
University. Did you not? 

Dr. Simpson. I did. Dr. Benepal. 

Mr. Wampler. I am sorry that I missed it in the introduction 
Let me ask him the question. 

Do you agree with the statement that Dr. Simpson has made 
here this morning? 

Dr. Benepal No; I do not. I do not agree with the matching 
provisions and the distribution of the funding. 

Mr. Wampleb Are you speaking, Dr. Simpson, as the consensus 
spokesman for the panel? 

Dr. Simpson. Yes, Congressman. I speak for the consensus of the 
panel The panel is very much aware that there is one institution 
that does not agree with the association. The association works for 
all and if we look at the majority situation, wo have a consensus 



Wt* arv looking at 1() out oi 17. Wp do not have 100 percent 
agreement. 

Mr. Wampleh. It would be Fair to say then that lO of the 17 
institutions agree with the bill as introduced by Mr, de la Garza 
with the reservations expressed. 

Dr. SiMPHON. That is correct. Perhaps when I said that we appear 
as a body of one, maybe I should have said, "two." 

Mr. Wamflkr. I appreciate your clorifylng that. There was ap- 
parently some misunderstanding in my mind and perhaps in the 
minds oi' other members of the committee. 

Let me just say at the oul^^et thai thei'e are two things that 
bother me about Mr. de la Garza's bilL The one I have already 
expressed is its departure froni the traditionai formula funding, I 
realize that this is supposed to be a catchup type of thrust and that 
in the collective judgment of those of you present the allocation 
according to other than traditional formula funding is justined on 
the basis of your priorities and what you concede to be the greatest 
need. 

The other one is the niattei" ubuut which I had some discussion 
with Dr. Mayberry, namely, the requirement for 50 percent match- 
ing. Speaking only for myself ^ would be perfectly prepared to let 
thiij be a full Federal participation on a one-time basis in an effort 
to catch up, 

I realize that that alone would not do it, as you point out. $25 
million alone would not do it. It would mern that if we were to 
achieve what you think is fair and just, it would require at least a 
$50 million commitment, regardless of what FederaUState match or 
mix there might be. 

Again, I want to point out that it would seem to me that the 
State legislatures ought to look carefully at any percentage partici- 
pat ion that we would put in the bill. 

Do you feel that if we were to say that it would be a 90 percent 
Federal grant with a 10 percent State match, that that would meet 
the objections of the Office of Management and Budget? Have you 
had any input from them? 

Dr. Simpson. I have not run that particular ratio by anyone in 
0MB, but I think the biggest insistence of 0MB is that there be 
matching, I do not know how strong they were on the vtO percent. I 
do feel 0MB will pretty much stand by the matching requirement. 

Let us admit it. It is easy for all of us to say there will be no 
matching* but I think we are realistic individuals. There is merit in 
having some degree of matching, but I think the 10 or 15 percent 
would be sufficient to induce the States to im.mediately match. 
Ttat is really a carrot that nobody can walk away from. 

At the same time, I feel we %vill have met the requirement of 
0MB that there be matching. 

Mr. Wampler, I appreciate your observation and recommenda- 
tion in that regard, I am sure that that is something that the 
comnuttee will want to take to heart as we try to fashion the final 
version of the legislation. 

Again, let me just say this, I realize your reason for doing so, but 
1 think that any time you depart from your traditional formula 
funding, it is setting a dangerous precedent which may come back 
to haunt all of us. 
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It seems to me that population is just about as fair a way as you 
can do it. I realize that there is no perfect way, but believe me, 
formula funding is the result of years of experience and what we 
perceive as being the fairest way to do it, realizing that it is not 
totally without inequities, 

I just wanted you to understand that. I am completely in sympa- 
thy with what this bill attempts to do, regardless of which way we 
get at it, as they say down in my Lorton country. I want to assure 
you that we will look at it very carefully. 

Speaking for myself, I want to see us develop a bill that can 
become law and that the ISDD's and Tuskegec be given sufTicient 
resources to carry out the mission that I think you want to carry 
out and which you are capable of doing. 

Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Mrs. Heckler? 

Mrs, Heck'.er, Mr. Chairman, I have no questions, but I would 
like to say that I think the witness made a very fine presentation 
and that I am very sympathetic to the point of view that he has 
expressed. I shall certainly consider it when we go into markup 
sessfon. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Thank you very much. Dr. Simpson and the 
rest of the gentlemen who accompany you. We appreciate very 
much your work and your diligence_ in this effort. 

Our next witness is Dr. Kuey J. Battle, professor of economics at 
Virgima State University. 

Dr, Battle? 

Mr. Wampler. Dr. Battle, of course, Is not a constituent of mine 
since he does not reside within my congressional district, but in 
addition to being professor of tconomics, it is my understanding 
that he is also the senior vice president of Virginia State Universi- 
ty at Petersburg, Va. I want to take this opportunity to welcome 
Dr. Battle here before the committee. 

STATEMENT OF DR. HIJEY J, BATTI.E. FKOFESSOR OF 
ECONOMICS, VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Dr. Battle, Thank you* 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present the viavvs 
of the Virginia State University on H.R. 7757, a bill to assist the 
1890 land-grant colleges in the construction and improvement of 
facilities for agricultural research. The bill would provide an effi- 
cient and equitable method by which to distribute funds contained 
in the fiscal 1981 budget for this purpose. 

The purpose of Mn Wampler^s bill, H,R, 7757, is substantially 
the same as the administration's bill, RR. 7567, Both bills are 
designed to carry out the intent of Congress to encourage agricul- 
tural research and to strengthen the capabilities of the 1890 col- 
leges to fully participate in efforts to develop and improve our 
Nation's agriculture. 

By allocating funds according to the same formula currently 
used for grants to support ongoing research by the 1890 colleges, 
H,R, 7757 provides a more equitable national distribution of funds. 
In adopting this formula. Congress clearly intended to assist the 
1890 colleges in meeting the needs and solving the problems of 
farmers in their respective States. Under the formula each school 
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receives funds in proportion to the farm and rural populationi in 
its State, We believe this formula should be applied to the alloca^ 
tion of funds for research facilities. 

However, the administration bill would give 2 of the 17 1890 
land-grant colleges and Tuskegee close to 40 percent of the total 
amount of available funds, and 4 of the total over 58 percent of the 
funds. Under the Wampler bill no individual college would receive 
more than 10.2 percent. 

We would like to submit for the record something which I think 
is very important-=a table showini^ the breakdown of population 
and funds under the two bills. You will find it attached to my 
written statement. It is clear that the Wampler bill provides funds 
more equitably. 

Virginia State University has only recently attained university 
status and has reactivated its school of agriculture. The need for 
capital funds at this time is especially great. We feel that the 
intent of Congress would be dwarfed shduld the people of Virginia 
be denied their fair share of research facilities funds at a time 
when every effort is being made to improve Virginia State's serv- 
ices to Virginia agriculture. 

We are strongly opposed to the matching provision of H,R. 7557. 
One concern of Congress that led to the granting of Federal funds 
to the 1890 colleges is the limited availability of State funds. This 
concern pervades the legislative history of title XIV of the Food 
and Agriculture Act of 1977. 

The inclusion of the matching provision makes H,R, 7557 almost 
an empty promise in some States. For this reason^ the Wampler 
bill contains no matching requirement. 

In order to meet the needs of our Nation's farmers and to fulfill 
the intent of Congress to provide equitable funding for agricultural 
research and education* we support early action on the Wampler 
bill, H.a 7757, 

Virginia State University could not stand by and support such a 
disproportionate distribution of funds among the 1890 schools plus 
Tuskegee. It is viewed as unjust and needs to be corrected in a bill. 
The Wampler bill does just that 

Dr, Law, president of Virginia State University, wants it to be 
clearly understood that Virginia State University stands to gain 
only in a minor way by the use of the formula, but it is a fair 
instrument and should be used. 

Twelve out of the seventeen colleges are better served using this 
formula. President Law informed the presidents of the 1890's about 
2 years ago, when this first came to his attention, about the distri- 
bution schedule and at that point he was opposed to the distribu- 
tion. 

I think there may be a bit of misunderstanding about the sup- 
porters of the Wampler bill, I understand that the University of 
Maryland at Eastern Shore has considered the Wampler bill and is 
interested in supporting that bill. 

Just a few moments ago, President Law called and said that he 
had just spoken with the president of Florida A. & M, and that 
they support this bill totally. 
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I thank the committee for this opportunity to present the views 
ot Virginia State University, I would be pleased to answer onv 
questions you may have, 

Mr. DE ,.A Garza, Thank you very much, Dr, Battle. Without 
objection, the table you submitted with your statement will be 
mcluded m the record at this point, 

[The table referred to above follows:] 
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Mr. DE LA Garza. Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wampler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 
ti, yo"*" presence here this morning and 

the statement that you have shared with the committee There is 
one point on which I would like to ask your opinion. The bill that I 
mtroduced provides for no State n.atching. It would be totally 
Federal participation. oc >. any 

pJ«®o?S 'f t^oduced by Mr. de la Garza provides for a 60-parcent 
Federal-State match. In the event that we were to reach, or at- 
tempt to reach, some type of compromise in this area of the bill 
that would provide for a 90-percent Federal participation and a lO: 
percent State match, do you feel that that would be acceptable to 
your institution? *^ 
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Di\ Battle, The probability of States getting 10 percent would 
certainly be greater than their getting 50 percent, and it would be 
a more palatable bill than it presently is. 

Mr. W AMPLER. You would not take violent exception to a compro- 
mise of 90-percent Federal and 10-percent State participation? 

Dr. Battle, I do not think so. For 10 percent I think we could 
compromise. 

Mr. Wampler. I know that every member of this committee 
wants to see full utilization of the total authorization in this bill, 
regardless of what the formula is. It was pointed out by Dr. May- 
berry in his statement that he felt chat u UO-percent Federal and 
lO-percent State, or an 85-percent Federal and In-percent State 
match, was more realistic and more achievable. 

That is not to say that we are not without our fiscal problems 
here in the Federal Government, because we are, and believe me 
there is a bottdm to the barreL Anytime that we take a bill before 
the Congress, especially the House of Representatives, that calls for 
new authorizations, we have to justify them. 

Let me say to you. Dr. Battle^ and to the others here this morn- 
ing who are intirested in this bill, we have to get some type of 
compromise on which we can agree among ourselves, because if we 
were to go to the floor of the House and were divided, then our 
chances of success would be extremely limited. The questions I am 
asking are simply an effort to explore areas where we can reach 
compromise and ones that will enhance the chances of passage of 



The othe" thing that concerns me and which I have propounded 
of other witnesses is. the question of distribution of the funds. I 
think you have made it abundantly clear that you feel it would be 
more efficient and more equitable to use the traditional formula 
funding rather than that which has been submitted to us by the 
task force and as is represented in Mr. de la Garza's bill. Is that 
correct? 

Dr. Battle. I agree that anytime a bill would respond to the 
needs more favorably of 12 out of 17 institn^i^ | u-nik is 
what the committee would be interested in. n. oiy, serving .ai of 
these institutions as fully as you possibly can with the limited 
funds available. 

Mr. Wampler. Let me say finally, Mr. Chairman, if ynu will 
permit me to be a bit parochiah I want to express my appreciation 
to Virginia State University for the fine way in which I feel they 
are serving the needs not only of agriculture in Virginia but of our 
entire population. We are very grateful. I hope you wnll express my 
appreciation to your colleagues. 

Mr. DE la Garza. Mrs. Heckler? 

Mrs. Heckler. I want to thank the witness for his very fine 
testimony. Obviously there is a big difference of opinion between 
you and the prior panel. Dr. Battle. I would ask why you feel chat 
the criteria based on need is not appropriate. Why is it not deserv- 
ing if the need is justified? 

Dr. Battle. I thinly this. Any one of the institutions really could 
have presented a need which would probably equal or exceed the 
amount of money appropriated, so the only way to get at a fair 
situation would be to use what we have been using over time, 
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namely, a formula which is supijosedly fair. We have accepted that 
so I see no reason why that same formula would not be applicabie 
to the others. 

As was indicated, the formula would be less than the last request 
that we put in as needs, so the question is really: How great are 
the needs? 

Mrs. Heckler. Dr. Battle, do you disagree with any of the fig- 
ures, formulations, or quantifications of need that the other col- 
leges have submitted? Do you think they are accurate? 

Dr. Battle. Do you mean the schedule of needs? 

Mrs. Heckler. Yes, 

Dr. Battle. I do think they are inaccurate. 

Mrs. Heckler. You say they are inaccurate. 

Dr. Battle. I think so. For example, in our case the amount that 
we requested is not reflected here— that is, the last request that we 
put in. The earlier one is reflected. Because Virginia State College 
became Virginia State University on July 1, 1980, and because we 
reactivated the school of agriculture, our needs are different from 
what they were earliei\ We submitted that, but that is not included 
in the schedul^ now, and I suspect there might be others. 

Mrs. Heckler. I am questioning whether or not you have ana- 
lyzed the need figures and the actual amounts specified by the 
other universities and found them, upon careful analysis, to be 
inaccurate. Would 3^ou say that is true? 

Dr. Battle. When you say ''the needs" are you talking about the 
bare needs or are you talking about the full needs to carry on the 
research projects? In Virginia State University*s case I am sure 
that that is inaccurate. 

As I look at some of the others, I do not want to address my 
discussion to the names of certain institutions as I have addressed 
Virginia State, but there are several such institutions, I thmk, who 
are really hurtinf becaujc of the scheduled amounts coming to 
them based on the .schedule they have here. 
Mrs. Heckler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. \m LA Garza. Dr. Battle, let me ask you this. The difference 
between the so-called needs as provided in the one bUl, and the 
formula as provided in the other bill— what will be the difference 
in dollars and cents for Virginia State? 

Mr. Battle. You mean based on the formula? 

Mr. DE la Garza. Yes. You heard the testimony of Dr. Simpson 
that they had some problem in that the last amount submitted by 
Virginia was not incorporated, et cetera. Under the needs as lub- 
mitted by Virginia State and under the formula, what would be the 
difference? 

Dr. Battle. The last request that we placed would have been 
$8,457,332. 
Mr. DE LA Garza. Whe n was that made? 

Dr. Battle. That' request was put in in 1979 to the director of 
science and education cooperative extension research. 

The dollars that it would mean to Virginia State would be some- 
thing like a little better than $300,000 over what is presently being 
submitted, but it would be less than what we were requesting 
earlier. 




Mr DE LA Garza. Were you a party to the initial diocussions in 
relation to the need when it was submitted to the group? 

Dr. Battle, No; I was not invited. The director was invited and 
the former director was there, 

Mr. DE LA Garza, Have you personally been a party to any of the 
negotiations or any of the iubmissions? 

Dr, Bati%e, We have, on a number of occasions, spoken to the 
various members of the 1890 institutions, 

Mr. DE LA Garza. I mean you, personally. 

Dr, Battle. Yes; I have spoken with them. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. I mean, in the submission of the figures, in the 
study— did you participate personally in developing the figures that 
were presented to the organization of the 1890 colleges? 

Dr. Battle. No. The figures that were presented from Virginia 
State University— -and I suppose this is true of sojne other institu- 
tions—were submitted by the director. This did not, to my knowl^ 
edge, bear the signature of the president on the figures. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. You are therefore in another ballpark. You 
have not been a part of the negotiation process with the organiza- 
tion. You have not participated in the submission or compilation of 
the figures. Is that right? 

Dr, Battle, I have participated in the submission of the figures 
that went in in November 1979 to update this* because Virginia 
State was becoming a university and because we were reactivating 
the school of agriculture™ 
Mr. DE la Garza, What do you mean by reactivating? 
Dr. Battle. About 5 years agOj we had a school of agriculture at 
Virginia State. I am not quite sure of the number of years— the 
school of agriculture in its present form was somewhat disbanded. 
Agriculture remained Lhere but was divided into other schools on 
the campus. We found that this did not meet the needs and there 
was a great concern on the part of Virginians that the school of 
agriculture be reactivated, and this was done. 

Mr DE LA Garza, Why was it deactivated? Was there )ne specific 
legislative action? How did this come about? 

Dr, Battle, This is done through the State council of higher 
education* which is responBible to work with curriculum. It was 
instructed, based on the number of students we had at the time, 
that the cost per student was too high. Some of the programs we 
had were no longer offered and some of them were put into various 
other schools. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. Let me interrupt* if I may. Was that done with 
or without the consent of the president or board of Virginia State? 

Dr. Battle. The present president was not there. At that time it 
was done with the consent of the former president, 

Mr. DE LA Garza, He is no longer there. 

Dr. Battle. That is right. 

Mr. DE LA Garza, This was the same time when the research was 
being done for funds. 
Dr. Battle. That is true. 

Mr, DE la Garza. Let me ask you this, doctor. It is very sincere 
but very frank. You may not wish to answer it and it may not even 
be fair of me to ask it, but I am so interested in this legislation. 
Are you willing to sacrifice the whole bill for $300,000 morn that 
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Virginia would get under the formula as submif:ed bv Mr 
Wsmpler? 

Dr. BAtTLE. This is a moft serious problem. Just for Virginia 
State to get |300,000 more dollars is not the issue. What we look at 
frankly, is the justness, the fairness, of the distribution of these 
funds. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. That is one of my areas of concern. Wh?t is 
more fair than what people say they need, rather than a formula 
based on, conceivably, fiction? I do not know who made that 
forruula. 

Dr. Battle. I wou.d submit to you that if these same institu- 
tinns™ 

fMr, DE la Garza. I dn not mean a wish list. Every institution in 
the United States couId use 100, 200, or 300 percent more but I 
take it at face value that they said, *This is the minimum, the 
least, of our need/' I know they can use more, but this is the 
rninimum. This is their bare bones need. 

What is more fair than that compared to some fictional formula 
based on whether people move in or out of the State? 

Dr. Battle. Well, sir, when we talk about needs we put it in 
quotes, because it is not easily defined. I would think that if the 
funds were distributed by a formula which has been established 
and accepted as fair and just, you would not have these institutions 
coming back a year or two from now saying that they were treated 
unfairly or that they need so and so. 

Mr. DE la Garza, Who says that this other formula is fair and 
just? 

^® ^^^^ J^^t' that formula needs to be 
revised. This is what we have been using for the aHocation of the 
research funds. This is the same formula that I am suggesting 

Mr. DE LA Garza, The fact is that the research facility funds for 
the 1862 s have no matching at alL They get it all. Here we are 
talkmg about a one-shot catchup and then we will see if we can 
move >nu into the mainstream with the others Do you see what we 
are trying to do? 

Dr. bATFLE. Yes, but if school x is getting x number of dollars 
which IS a percentage of the total dollars that they have been 
getting for research, then it follows that when we talk about the 
facility to conduct the research it should be in some kind of propor- 
tion to that. 

Mr. DE Garza. To the need. 

Dr. Battle, Yes. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. That is what we are trying to do. I did not 
come up with this figure. It is what they brought me and said 
Here is the list of schools. Here is what they need/' What am I to 
do? Should I dispute Dr. Simpson's word and say, "No doctor 
those are not your needs." » 

Dr. Battle. You ask what you are to do. I would submit to you 
that the use of the formula would mean that there could be no 
tiuestions hereafter about whether or not this was fair or just until 
the formula is changed, 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Come hell or high water you want the formula, 
no matter what happens, because you say that it is fair, or some' 
body said that it is fair. 
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Di\ Battle. That is tri-^ 

Mr. DE LA Garza, Yet, no one can accuratel}' say that any 
formula is fair at any time because an>one can find exceptions to 
it. 

Di\ Battle, May I say this. As far as we know at the moment, it 
is the best instrument that we have for equitable distribution of 
the funds. If that is not true, then the manner in which the grants 
are made each year n^^eds to He revised. 

Mr. DE 1^ Garza, I can see that we would just prolong the agony 
here by diGcussing this further. I maintain this: What is more 
equitable than fuiniling a person s needs, or what he says are his 
needs? What is more equitable than that? 

Dr. Battle. Again, sir, the needs, I -ay, are in quotes and not 
eanily determined. 

Mr. UE la Garza. Thank you very much, doctor. I appreciate 
your being here and your contribution. 

Needless to say, we have some disagreement but I trust that this 
disagreement ^vill be ironed out. I do hope though— and I say this 
with all due respect to you and to all of the authorities at Virginia 
State— I may get into an area that I probably should not discuss in 
public* so I will thank you very much for being here. 

Dr. Battle. I would just like to underscore a statement that I 
have already said, namely, what we are saying at Virginia State— 
and frankly I feel that there are silent partners here—is that what 
we are pushing for at Virginia State is just, fair distribution of the 
limited funds that we have that may be coming to us. 

Mr. DE LA Garza. With that, no one can argue. We thank you 
very muchi sir. 

We have two other witnesses scheduled for this afternoon, I 
wonder if, Dr, Morrison and Mr. Halpin, your testimony could be 
condensed somehow. If we could hear 3^ou now there would be no 
need for us or you to come back this afternoon. Would that be 
agreeable with you, Dr. Morrison? 

Dr. Morrison. Certainly, sir, 

Mr, Halpin. Yes, sir. 

Mr, DE LA Garza. If both of you would come to the witness table, 
we will start with you, Dr, Murrison. Immediately after Dr. Morri- 
son, we will hear Mr. Halpin, 

Dr. Morrison, Mr. Chairman, I have a very short written state- 
ment. I shall read most of it and make a few comments and then 
be open for questions. 

Mr. m LA Garza. You may proceed, 

STATEMENT OF DR RICMAR!) DAVID MORRISON, PRESIDENT, 
ALABAMA A. & M. LINIVERSITY, HUNTSVII.LE, ALA. 

Dr. Morrison. My name is Richard David Morrison. I am presi- 
dent of Alabama A, & M. University at Huntsville, Ala. I am also 
chairman of the council of 1890 land-grant college presidents. 

My educational experiences have mostly been in the land-grant 
system. My academic degrees were earned from Tuskegee Institute, 
Cornell University, and Michigan State University. I h^ivo taught 
agriculture both in high schools and at the college level and I was 
director of agriculture at Alabama A. & M. University before be- 
coming president. 
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I have served on numerous commifcteei in USDA, Presently, I am 
a member of the Joint Council of Food and Agriculture Science, 
USDA/SEA. Last summer^ during the month of August, I was one 
o[ the United Nations delegates chosen tj attend the U,N. confer- 
ence cn science and technorcgy for development which convened in 
Vienna. Having related this bit of background information, let me 
plunge into the reason why I am here. 

to thii point, during the 90-year period since the passage of 
the secona Morrill Act, on August 30, 1890, the historically black 
land gr.^nt institutions established by an nc: of Congress have been 
unable to share in certain funds made available for other land 
grant institutions. 

More specifically, I am here to speak on behalf of H.R 7557, 
which has as its purpose. 

To provide grants to States for the purpose of assiiting the colleges eligible to 
receive funds under the act of August 30, 18D0. including Tuskegee Institute, in thc^ 
purchaie of equipment and land, and the planning, const ructfon. alteration, and 
renovation of buildings to strengthen their capacity for food and arrieultural re- 
jiearch. " - 

We, as a group of 1890 institutions, worked for more than 2 years 
collecting data in support of nur request. These data are in keeping 
with procedures ana policies established by USDA. They helped to 
establish a valid basis for making our requests for agricultural 
research facilities. 

I have found support for this bill throughout the land grant 
system. The National Association of State Universities and land 
jrant colleges has endorsed our request for research facilities. The 
U.S. Department of Agriculture has supported our efforts by giving 
guidance on procedural matters and the gathering of background 
data. 

Thus far, everyone with whom I have talked agi^ees that there is 
an urgent need for research facilities at these institutions. The fact 
IS that these institutions throughout their history have never re- 
ceived Federal or State funds for research facilities. 

It is true that under Public Law 89^106 funds were made availa- 
ble for agricultural research at 1890 institutions, but not for re- 
search facilities. Under title XIV, section 1445, of the Food and 
A^icultural Act of 1977, funds for agricultural research at the 
1890 institutions and Tuskegee were made available, but again no 
fr nds for research facilities were appropriated. 

The question may well be raised: How is research being conduct- 
ed presently at these institutions where research facilities are so 
scarce? If one were to visit these institutions the question would be 
answered on the spot These institutions are crowding their agricul- 
tural research activities into the limited academic research labora- 
^2^^®®- The crowded condition, most surely, places a handicap upon 
the effectiveness of the quality of work that may be accomplished- 

Basically, the 1890 institutions are seeking funds with which 
they can help to bring their meager agricultural research facilities 
up to a point where th^y can make better use of the research funds 
now provided for in section 1445 of the Food and Agricultural Act 
of 1977. 

Furthermore, there is a deep desire on the part of these institu- 
tions, to conduct high quality research programs that have the 
possibility of contributing to society's needs. 
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May I quickly cite two exaniples. At one of these 1890 institu- 
tions the most outstanding rt'search work on sweet potato breeding 
in the United States is being conducted. Already four new varieties 
have been certified and are now being used by %rmers. These 
varieties are superior to other varieties in quality, disease resist- 
ance, yields, and storage quality. 

At another 1890 institution, the largest center for research on 
triticale in the United States is located. This small grain crop, a 
cross between rye and wheat, is proving to have great pussibilities 
as a food and forage crop. 

The results of these two examples of research—sweet potatoes 
and triticale— may be far reaching in that both have the possibility 
of helping to feed the multitudes in the future, Examples like the 
two given above could be repeated with reference to research con- 
ducted at each of the 1890 institutions. 

To some extent, these 1890 institutions are gearing their re- 
search toward problems that affect low-income people, but not 
exclusively. This kind of research is needed, because not much is 
being done to research the problems of the poor and find solutions 
that will help resolve their problems. 

Moreover, adequately supported research of these institutions 
would provide an opportunity for the development and wide use of 
talent that otherwise may never have the opportunity to be discov^ 
ered and used for the good of the Nation. 

Let me state this point another way. The majority of the black 
college student population is still graduating from historically 
black colleges. Southern regional education board studies confirm 
that 69 percent of all black college graduates are the products of 
historically black schools. 

My point is that high quality programs and opportunities ihould 
be provided where the students are. 

This has not been the case at 1890 institutions because, to date, 
funds for research facilities, which they should automatically re- 
ceive by virtue of their being land-grant institutions, have not 
come their way. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have not tried to 
go into detailed figures and data analyses that support our request 
for agricultural research. I think Dr, Ocleris Simpson is more 
adequately prepared to do this, and he has already made his 
report. 

My plea to you is to look with favor upon our request and grant 
us your full cooperation in our effort to get this bill accepted and 
passed. 

I thank you for permitting me to speak on behalf of this bill and 
the 1890 institutions. All of us know that we are dedicated people 
who deserve to have adequate research facilities at our universities 
for the good of the people of this country. 

I should say a word or two about the previous discussion and the 
seeming dissatisfaction with the distribution of funds. I can under- 
stand this very welL When we started and sent out the survey to 
gather the material, not having been through this before and not 
being experienced in this kind of thing, some of the institutions' 
might have taken it too lightly and not fully reported their needs. 
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but this is what they reportsd that their needs were and this is the 
basis from which Dr. Simpson worked. 

I think we could have done a better job at Alabama A. & M in 
Identifying the needs, but I think we were sticking more specifical- 
ly with what we thought we could get at the time and get it 
without asking for a great deal. 

My own wishes would be to ask for $100 million, but we said that 
we had to be reasonable about this. 

Ut us make the point that these are the needs that were meant 
to bring us up. We made this point with USDA. 

We know you are coming back with facilities for 1862's but we 
*° '^'"^ 1 minute that if we should happen to 
get the^ieo million, that you would exclude us from 1862's facilitiep 
lundi, because our purpose is to try to catch up. 

Then, when you have some more funds, include us, since we were 
excluded from these funds from the beginning. We never got a 
penny of them. 

I can underatand and appreciate Virginia'- point of view, Mr. 
Wampler. I think where Virginia made a niistake— and I do not 
blame them lor trying to correct it— was that when the need as- 
sessment came about they were not a university. They did not have 
an agnculture department and they are now in the position of 
naving both and they want lome consideration. They have stated 
this, - 

I sympathize with them, but all of us made mistakes back there 
and proba.jly did not ask for what we really need. I hope we cnn 
work It out. 

Thank you. 

Mr. DE LA Garza, We have a quorum call on the floor. Mr 
Halpm, do you think you could make your presentation in 5 min- 
utes.r 

Mr, Halpin, Yes, Mr. Chairman. I have copies, and I could just 
paraphrase very briefly. r . ju^i, 

STATEMENT OP JAMES E. HALPIN. DIRECTOR.AT.LARGE, STATE 
AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATIONS OP THE SOUTHERN 
REGION; AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, EXPERIMENT STATION 
COMMITTEE ON ORGANWATIONAL POLICY, CLEMSON, S.C. 
Mr. Halpin, Mr, Chairman, I appreciate the chance to be before 
you today, I am James E. Halpin of Clemson, S.C, I appear before 
you today as executive vice chairman of the Experiment Station 
C^mmitlee on Organization Policy. I am making a statement to 
you on behalf of the chairman of ESCOP. 

Agricultural research requires well-trained scientists, financial 
resources essential to program development, and facilities suitable 
tor planned research to be accomplished, I am certain that the 
Confess was cognizant of this fact when, in the establishment of 
the Pood^and^-Agriculture Act of 1977, in section 1462. thev in- 
structed thf Secretary of Agriculture to conduct a survey of the 
status and future needs of agriculture research facilities 

I believe that this survey has not yet been forwarded in final 
orm to the Congress. I have rmd a rough draft of the information 
tnat has been collectod, and it specifically shows that bo*h the 
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colleges of 1890 and the State agriculture exporiment stations have 
serious 90 facilities deficits in^heir column. 

In closing, , let me say that ESCOP supports the cause of 1890 as 
they leek to alleviate their facilities problems and be better pre- 
pared to properly support their research staffs. 

I thank you for the time to speak, 

Mr. DE LA Garza. Thank you very much, sir. Without objection, 
your entire statement will be included in the record at this point. 
[The prepared statement of Mr, Halpin foilows:] 

PREPARED Statemknt of James E. Halpik, Executive Vice Chairman, 
Experiment Station Committee on Organization and Policy 

I am Jamii E. !ialpin of Clemion, South Carolina. 1 appear before you today as 
the Executive Vice Chairman of ESCOiPj the Experiment Station Committee un 
Organ izatior and Policy, My gtatement to you today will be on behalf of the 
Chairman of ESCOP. It m a pleaaure for me to appear before you in eupport of the 
Colleges of 1890 relative to their needs for facilitiei. 

Agricultural r ^search requires well trained scientiits, fi^^ancial reiources essential 
to program development, and facilities suitable for planned roieareh to be accom- 
piished. Inadequate facilitiee may result in inadequate research results. Without 
proper facilities, the high levei of new technology our nation's agricultural needs 
and demands cannot be provided. If the federal government expects the Colleges of 
1390 to develop and maintain an agricultural research program which is to contrib- 
ute to our nation's future^ agricultural growth and development ^ then the federal 
government best be prepared to recognize as an essential component of agricultural 
research. 

The Congress of the United States provided specific language in the Food and 
Agicultural Act of 1977 relative to facilities. Section 1416 amended the Act of July 
22, 196p which provided authorization for facilities for the State AgriculturAl Ex- 
periment Stations whereby the Colieges of 1890 are now included in the provisions 
of tha^^ earlier legislation. Likewiiei section 1416 provided specific levels of authori- 
zation for the funding of facilities for the State Agricultural Experiment Station 
and the Colleges of 1890. 

To date, the administration has not recognized nor honored these CongressionaJ 
authorizations. 

Also, the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977 in Section 1462 instructed the Secre- 
tary of Agriridture to ^'conduct a comprehensive study of the status and future 
needs of agricultural research facilities". To date, I don't believe the final report of 
this study has been delivered to Congress, However, preliminary data made availa- 
ble to me indicates that in 1977 the following situation existed, 

197? RESEARCH PROGRAMS-SCIENTIST FACILITIES ' 



Dcqypiny Capacity ^kt\m 



Stafe agficuiiura! txpifiment stitions.., 7,1QQ.S 6,300.3 300.2 

Colleges 1890.. llOi 7M 105.2 



figm% rgpfisent UmM Vg^rs (SY)- Udh SY-^scientiill mdudinf n^d^ lupporl personnel. 

It is obvious from the 1977 figures that both the State Agricultural Experiment 
Stations and the Colleges of 1890 need additional research facilities to effectively 
support their research scientists. Although some new space may have became avail- 
able uince 1977, I am confident that major space shortages still exist Any expansion 
of these research programs in the future will add to the critical facilities problems 
even more. - 

ESCOP recognizes the nued for suitable research facilities for agricultural scien* 
tists in all ngoncles and institutions engaged in agricultural research. We hope that 
Congress and the administration will study the data obtained in the facilities study 
when it becomes available and support the needs as shown, 

ESCOP supports the Colleges of 1390 as they seek to arievia.e their facilitiei 
problems ana be better prepared to properly support their research staffs. 

Thank you for permitting mo to make this statement before you today, 
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Mr DE LA GAR2A. If you saw me smiling when Dr. Morrison was 
finishing his testimony, it was because it reminded me that in 1967 
we had a hurricane in my area==Beulah. It did extensive damage. 

I had a personal situation wherein after the Federal Government 
made the decision that $1,900 would be forgiven by the Small 
Busmess Administration foi' anyone that received a' loan from SEA 
to repair their homes. 

I had a very serious conversation svith a gentleman who was 
accusmg the Federal Government and myself, personally, of not 
being entirely fair to him because he h^id submitted a request and 
was granted a ban of $900 to repair what he could verify as 
damage to his home. 

His very frank and sincere argument with nie was thai it was 
not fair to then go and forgive $1,900, that we should have told him 
before how much we would forgive. Therefore, he could have asked 
for niore than the $900 he needed. I hope we do not get into that 
kmd of a situation with respect to this legislation. 

We thank all of you for being here. 

Mr. Wampler, do you have any further statements? 

Mr. Wampler. No; other than to thank all of the witnesses and 
to assure you of my sincere desire to reach some type of combina^ 
tion so that we can get this bill enacted into law, I do not want to 
be party to holding out false promises or to enacting legislation 
with no hope of getting the appropriation, I think, perhaps, Con- 
gress has done too much of that in the past. 

I am confident, with reasonable men and women, that we can 
reach some type of accommodation here that will achieve the pur- 
pose of the bill and be a bill that has a chance of becoming law, 

Mr, DE LA Garza, Thank you very much for being here. 

Without objection the position statement by the agricultural fac- 
ulty of Tennessee State University and the statement of Hon, 
Mickey Leland will be inserted in the record. 
The subcommittee standa adjoarned. 

Whereupon, at 12:21 p.m,, the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
The above referred to material follows:] 

Statkmknt of Hon. MirKKv Leland. a RKPRKSENTaTivK in ComnmH From thk 

Statk of Tkxas 

Mr, Chairnuin, I wi^h to thank you for the? opportunitv to ansociate mvBt>]f with 
the amiB ai[ H.R, i ^jOy. ' , 

I svould also like to commend the Chairman, mv distinguight'd cojleugUf from 
ic'xas. on hi^ spuedy action on this piece of vital legislation and plodne my vhole^ 
hearted support of the Chairman's eribrt toward pansa^e of this bill. 

Ihe Land Urant Colleges Program in the United States huR been a tremenanus 
success since its mception under the Act of 1802. The continuation of this pinc^uuTi 
o! equipm^ent and land and for the planning, construction and renovation of fneili- 
ties to enhance research capabilities in the field of agriculture is eRsential todav 
as It was over a century ago when this program wa^^ inaugurated bv the HTtFi 
Longress, b . 

r kriow that a study coordinated by the Association of Research Direetors was 
started m l,i7() to ascertain the needs of each of the parLicipatjh^ institutions I 
umlerHtand that specmi nttention was given hi the evaluation of net'ds to up^crade 
olhee and laboratory Hpaee. to eliminate the encroachmunt of current research 
nctiviticH on resident mstruction and to further the development ol research pro^ 
Rranis commensurate with the role of the 1890 institutions in participating with the 
Ihh^ mstitutions as partners to meet the agricultural research needs of their reepec^ 
tive states I he study also dealt with the question of providing improved research 
expertise tor enhancement of their resident instruction and extension proLrrams 
I ho data gathered during the course of this study were siihjpcted to a computer 
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analyeis to generate the ipeciric dollar amounts needed to achieve the goals set out 
in the study, 

Mr. Chairman, the extensive research done should be a great help in persuadinf 
our colleaguee to vote for pasif of this much needed legislation. Thank you, Mr* 
Chairman, for allowing me the opportunity to voice my stroj^g support of this bill, of 
which I am proud to be a cosponsor. 



Position Statement by the Agricultural Faculty of Tennessee St te 
University, Nashville, Tenn. 

The Agricultural Faculty of Tennessee State University fully support and enthusi- 
astically endorse bill No. H.R. 7657 sponsored by the Honorable E de la Garza (D/ 
Tex.). 

Tennessee State University as well as other 1980 land-grant institutions have 
been limited in their capacity to conduct research both quantitatively and qualita- 
tively due to the lack of facilities. Funds for research have been provided for 1980 
institutions by Public Law Section 1445, However, the lack of adequate 

facilities continues to hamper these institutions in fulfilling their mandates. The 
present bill before this subcommittee if enacted would provide critically needed 
funds to assist in the purchase of equipment, the construction of buildings and 
alterations and renovations of existing facilities that would enhance the capacity of 
1980 institutions to engage in needed Food and Agricultural research. 

The bill as it is presently written would require that Statee match the Federal 
funds awarded with an ^uivalent amount of non-federal funds. Howeveri we feel 
that since State appropriationi would be very limited due to the present money 
crunch the bill should require no more than 25 percent matching funds from the 
States, 

The faculty also appreciates tlie invaluable efforta of Congressman E de la Garm 
in sponsoring this very important bill. 
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